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\Almost as .,.nan measures time, nature begins to he ',l the scars of the cutover
forests, the lifeless ,tailings from open pit mining, an 1 maze of skeletal
underground tunnels, remnants from the. iron, copper, and, gold mines which dot 1

Michigan's 15 county Upper Peninsula., And simultaneously\an oscillation; of
human movement again reshapes the land.

PREi1ACTORY

Men wielding two* man saws who .cut three foOt diameter timber at Skanee are
replaced by chain saw operatorS cuttingyoung pulp for the neWpaper
Escanaba,, one hundred miles away. As the thriving, fifty 'thousand'population, .

mining city of Calumet becomes, a village in Keweenaw County, displaced miners .
move to Qntonagon County where a copper find begins a" new community at White
Pine.. While workers migrate to Marquette County which flourishes with new
open pit mines and pellet mills, the economy of Iron .County slows as its .under-
.ground mines close, triggering an outmigratiOn. The construction tradesmen,.
the service tradesmen, and the service businesses move from dying..c:Oriimunities
to thriving Communities. Both skilled and.unskilled youth-leave for jobs in Lower
MichiO.n end Eas`tern Wisconsin cities to gain experience; .then many' return to
compete .in the Upper Peninsula job.market.

o Whether nature releases new secrets or man attacks old element resources
with new technology, the residents of Upper Michigan musremain mobile to
meet, these new changes in whatever community the opportunity .manifests itself.
Here learning a.' new ,skill, there upgrading an old, they must always realign their
human resources for sale as they face the seemingly timeless reality of Upper
Michigan's employment quandarythe Mobility Imperative.

The following chapters describe the activity, study, and research involving an
experimental mobility project which, both by,contract and philosophy, sought to
assist those. individuals in Upper Michigan With srelocation and/or placement, who
might otherwise have been unable to compete in the Migration and economic pat--
terns in this region.

Thornton D. Routhier
Project Director
Marquette, Michigan
December, '1973
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CHAPTER I

A HISTORY AND. DESCRIPTION. OF THE
NORTHERN MICHIGAN MOBILITY PROJECT.

A. Introduction

Since 1965, a series of relocation assistance programs has been operated
through the Northern Michigan Skill Center and Northern Michigan University-.
Conducted under various experimental and demonstration authorizations, these
programs constitute one of the longest records of continuous relocation service
in the United States. Constant change, based upon operational experience, is the
hallmark of an experimental and demonstration,project. And indeed, such inno-
vation Is one of the primary objectives of piograms of this nature.

The; bask guidelines under which Northein: Michigan Mobility Project operated
remained- the same-throughout its-historwPros-pe-ctive-re-loca-tees had to be
unemployed and unable to secure fulltirne empl4rnent:in their-home communities.
Before a relocatiorigrant could be authorized, written notice from the 'potential
relocatee's future employer stating job title, hourly wage,' and starting date of
employment, had to be on file. Employment had to be in the vicinity of the Great
Lakes States; Permission td relocate clients beyond this radius Could, under
special circumstanceS, be obtained from the project officer at the federal level.

The following brief historical summary otthe Northern Michigan Mobility
Project reviews the changes in name and program content as well as service
orientation which have taken place since 1965, Each major contract period con-
cluded_with the filins of a report summarizing ihe. findings and recommendations
of'-project staff concerning organization, staffidg.2_SAMinistiation., relative success
of various experimental service procedures, and suggestions for iMplementation
of new procedures, Readers requiring a more detailed history of the various
Mobility contracts and the findings and recommendations under each contract are .

referred to the bibliography in Appendix E which lists by title and date all
available Mobility Project reports.
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B. A Brief Review of Project Activities and Findings
. During the Operational Phases

The first labor mobility demonstration project was contracted with Northern
Michigan. .University in April, 1965. The program was officially known as "The
Demonstration Project of Mobility for Unemployed.Workers in Michigan. " The
initial program was- established -to provide both pre -ernplq_me-nt-a-nd posterriploy-
merit services, and financial assistance through loatrisi to the families of an
estimated 200 trainees who had graduated from the UniverSity!S Area. Training
Center. The Project's staff was 'charged with interviewing a target' Population of
500 graduates to determine the eligibility and interest in reloCation of each'person.
The staff worked in cooperation with the Michigan Employment Security Commis-
sion and the Wisconsin State. Employment Service in identifying jobs in demand
areas in Wisconsin and Lower Michigan. Counseling was provided. for potential
relocatees and their families both prior to and after relocation, along with
supportive _services, in, an attempt to overcome probleMs associated withreloca-
tion,. 'In addition, a two-month.follow-up survey was con\ducted to determine the
employment progress and status of each relocatee. This Project terminated in
December,- 1965. Although various problems were identified, the Project was
successful in demonstrating service' fOrmulae and its recommendations affected
the character of future Mobility Projects operated in Northern Michigan, as well
as. those funded throughout the United States.

The major recommendation.from the_ Project was th t relocation loans be
abandoned in favor of a grant system. . Loans were found to b difficult to collect
and in some cases may have impeded the mobility of the 'very disadvantaged client.
It was further recommended that a Project staff member be posted in each major
demand area to assist relocatees at the time of pre - employment interviews,- as
well as in Solving problems of housing, travel, _and. generatadjustrrient involved
,in a move.

- The second contract, beginning in March, 1966, incorporated these recom-
mendations.. The staff was enlarged to accommodate the addition of an outpost in
Detroit to work with clients interested in locating in Lower Michigan, and one in
Milwaukee to work with clients relocating to Central and Southern Wisconsin. In
addition, loans were discontinued and financial assistance 'came in the form of
grants. Provision for pre-employment interview grants became an important
factor in arranging interviews in remote demand areas.' A small emergency loan
fund, riot to exceed $100, provided crisis intervention potential. Finally, a home
loan process was created.

During the second'Project, the number of clients served as well as the number
of institutions utilizing Mobility Project services was increased. In addition to
Manpower Development and Training Act students at the Area Training Center in
Marquette, the second Mobility Project began interviewing MDTA students through.-
out the Upper PeninSula of Michigan. Other training institutions involved were
By de Noc COmmunity College in Escan ba, Gogebic Community College. in Iron-

.wood, Lake Superior State College and War Memorial hospital in Sault Ste. Marie.
In addition, direct referrals were accepted from the Title V Program (Work.Expe-
rience and Training Program), awl the Neighborhood Youth Corps.
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BEST COI/ NAOMI

The first phase o this Project ended in June of 1967, with over 1000 clients.
interviewed, 210 receiving relocation monies, and 226 receiving pre-employment
interview grants. Home loans proved to be an unsuccessful venture, due to an
inability to convince Any finanCial institution to underwrite them: It was recom-
mended that he Home Loan Program be dropped from the subsequent Project
contract, and further that grants and small emergency loans be continued. Pre-
employment interview grants were highly recommended'as a critical factor"in
facilitating Mobility.

With these modifications, contract extension was granted, with Phase II
..scheduled ,to operate until December, 1968.. Services we.re available to the same .

MDTA client group, although direct referral clients Were expanded to include
CEP (Concentrated Employment rogram),1 VA (Veterans-Administration), and,
the Wornen's Job Corp beikig operated at 'Northern Michigan. Unive-rsity." Subject
to client eligib. ;ity standards, the Mobility Program was prepared to accept--.:
referrals from any agencies in the Upper Peninsula. As -a result,,. "the client
population increased:. relocation grants during Phase II (July, 196:7 to December,
'1968) climbed to 334, and pre - employment grants.rose:to 262.

Assessment of .the use. of staff members to provide supportive services in the
demand area indicated that their success in retaining "i4elocateps was base.d upon
the expansion of their roles beyond simply setting up.interViews for clients.
Demand area counselors met and greeted new relocateei,. arranged temporary
'housing, offered transportation or transportation information if necessary, and
'answered questions which the client may have had in reference to.t'lle. new area.
When a job was ac.cepte.c rid.the subsequent relocation of the client occurred,
help was offered to him djusting to all aspects of,new environment.

st-
In July, 1967, the Projk,ct lost the services of the staff...Member in Milwaukee

and was unable to find a suitable replacement until May,. 1970 when a. new-staff
member was hired to operate oizt%,of Green 'Bay, Wisconsin.

The final phase of-relocation operations covered a contract period from
January, 1969 thru March, 1972. During this period, more community agencies
:in the Upper Peninsula took advantage of the Project and the number .of clients'
served increased. Over 1,100 people were interviewed; 461 received pre-
employment interview giants,' and 515 received relocation grants. Community
agencies which took-advantage of the Project's -services-and:had-not- previously
done so included: Department of .Probation and 'Parole, VoCational Rehabilitation,
and the Michigan EmployMent Security Commission. in addition-:to relocatees who .

had been students at the Skill Center in Marquette, the staff continued.to interview
clients throughout the Upper Peninsula who were enrolled in the various NIRTA
programs and might be interested in relocating.

In April, .4969, after. many rrioriths,of labor disputes, the- Calumet and Hecla
Mine in Calumet shut down, causing hundreds of miners to became permanently
unemployed. ,-These miners had various tenure, terms, ranging up to 40 to 50
years. The Mobility Project offered its services on a crisis basis and inter-
viewed. anyone interested in relocating. This effort -resulted in 106 miners
relocating in order to work in new occupations or resume work in new mines.
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As the experience and soph'stication of demand area counselors 'increased,
so did the flow of information between demand and supply area staff. Demand
area jobs were identified by demand area staff and referred to supply area coun-
selors. In return, supply area counselors were requested to provide increased
information on relocatees .to the demand area counselor, in order to enhance
postrelocation services. Throughout these, contracts, required routine two-
month follow-up of Mobility clients provided vital post-training information
services to the Skill Center.

As of March, 1972, 'all rely ation operations had been phased out anda new
contractual obligation for exte sive research accepted. The existing Mobility
staff was to conduct the resea ch with the once of hired consultants.

The first step.was to de.sig an inte tew form whiCh was thorough enough
to make it significant and yet rem realistic in v ew of interview time length.
.g.client who had anycontact whatsoever with the obility Project from January,
1966, to April, 1972, was to be included into the rget population of 2148.

The interview. process then procee ed in rnest. Meetings were held W.-
weekly to compare experiences, revise procedures, and evaluate progress. As
the interview process continued, coders scoured the finished interview forms and

-made the 'necessary adjustments vital for proper computer functioning.

At the---termination of.the interviewing process, all material was fed into the
cornputer; and-the_task of analyzing its sheaths of feedbaCk began. Finally this
information was documen -ted and put into report form. The chapters which follow
represent that report and the -Major-results of this research projects findings.

C. Nature and Cost of. Services Provided

Mobility counselors often served in a dualcapacity. Recognizing that all
trainees were potential relocatees and /or local placements, the Mobility
counselors worked with 'them from the beginning of their training, through the
training, 'and after their graduation. The rapport developed between the students
and Mobility counselors during this period is considered by the Mobility Project
staff tOhave greatly enhanced. b'oth relocation success for those _students
chose to make use of the Mobility services, and local employmentcleCision

'making for those who did not.
The Mobility counselors participated in intake of the new students at the.

Skill center. This included such duties as helping the stUdents'with registration,
adMinistering pretraining :tests., establishing schedules, rpviewing echool. policies,
and making them aware of the services available, such as medical, Vocational
Rehabilitation Services, Veterans' Administration, and Mobility Project services.
Once a student was established in a training program, the Mobility counselor
worked with him providing vocational, 'developmental and, where neCessary;
crisis counseling. Students got to know the counselors and came to them with
their problems, questions, and concerns. Mobilty and Skill Centercounselors
assisted them through these periods of need, whether those needs were in regard
to housing problems while in training, transportation, law enforcement, or

o



problems relating to their specific training progra-ms. As students neared their
graduation dates, the Mobility counselor assisted- each student in pregaring,a
personal resume and gave group "World of Work" presentations, covering topics
such as job interviewing, appropriate dress, and filling out job applications.

:Finally, the Mobility counselor made sure these,students were aware of all
the services the Mobility Project had to offer, This was ,accomplished by inter-
viewing each student, individually on Mobility Forrns!"260 and 261" (see below).
This interview was designed to i-nake sure the student understood available
Mobility services and often prompted questions regarding employment opportu-
nity, wages, housing, transportation, etc. , available in theareas they were
considering moving to as compared with their home areas. The Mobility counselor
attempted to answer questions and present all of the available alternatives,. helping
the client to see positive and negative aspects of each alternative. In this manner,
the trainee for direct referral) made h's own decision in regard to relocation,
based on the best available facts. The fact that client and counselor usually
worked together during the training program greatly enhanced the chances of
relocation being a positive..and fruitful. venture. This was considered by Mobility
staff to be .one of the factors Which contributed to good relocation results Witha
.wide variety of clients.

The Mobility Project also provided services td other training institutions in
MiChigan's Upper Peninsula. A three-p-art approach was developed to provide
Maximum service.' First, a counselor traveled to the institution and made a
group oral presentation to all memberi of the graduating class. 't'h'is .involved
an explanatidn of the. Mobility Project and its services. BlackbOard diagrams and
written handouts were used .to further clarify the Project's services. Following
this, oral presentation, questions were encouraged and answered. Secondly,
a.nyone who was interested in, or thought they might need, the Project's, services
in the near future was individually interviewed., This interview was based upon
U. 8. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration Forrni.ES260 and ES261.
During the interview, more specific questions relating to individual situations
were answered: Many of the training institutions. had their own methods of placing
students and thus some- clients already knew of geographic areas where their
employment prospects were:good., Those who did not have any_jobs lined up and -----
were interested in relocating-were-asled-for.-additiona-1-information-,---inc-luding,
living areas of preference. If their chosen area had one of the demand area
counselors nearby, this 'facilitated a survey of employment opportunities for the

clieritiin that area. If a *counselor was not available near the preferred area,, the
nearest rea employment service office was contacted by telephone and support
enlisted, any of these offices became familiar with the Project, and corn-

, munities a8 taut as Chicago, Illinois, and Duluth, Minnesota,.readily offered
cooperation.

The third phase. these services to other training institutions involved.certi-
fication for pre - 'employ ent and/or relocation grants, and the arrangement for
interviews and relocation.

Many clients who were not terested during the initial group presentation or
who wanted to, check employment portunities In their home areas first, contacted.
the Project up to eight months later, requesting help and services.



Counselors believe that the written material used could have been..greatly
improved by providing detailed brochures. This would also help increase
agencies' awareness of the Project's services 'throughout the Upper Peninsulas

Wfien.direct referrals from agencies involving individual clients were
reveived, a Mobility counselor traveled to tale area and explained the program
to the referral agency and the client at the same time,. If it appeared at that
time that eligibility could. be established, the client was individually interviewed
and the Wheels were set in motion as for any other referrals..

Apprehensive spouses and families constituted a primary personal barrier
to relocation. Doubt regarding the grant monies, and/or fearfulness regarding
unknowns relating to the :demand area under consideration were factors in their.
underitandable.apprehension. A Mobility counselor often went to the home of
the client to answer questions which the spouse might have. It was often recom-
mended that the client move to -the demand area alone for a-few initial weeks,
Working and living there during the week and returning home on weekends, when
distance made this feasible. In this manner, the client could let his spouse know
of the realities.concerning housing, transportation, and the new job. Thefact
that the supply area. and the demand area Mobility counselors made themselves
personally available to the families of the relocatees greatly'contributedto
success with this group. In addition to working with the initial. aspeCts of the
client's move, such as securing employment, job satisfactionr and transportation,
the demand area counselors often spent time with the client's family, asSisting
them in such areas as adjustment to their new living environment, budgeting,
schOol registration, and shOpping areas. This approach often led to close friend-
.
ships betWeen. theie relocated families and the demand area counselor, which
Continued for years following the adjustment pe,rtod. This "hands 'on!' approach
with the client's family, by both' supply ancldernand area Mobility counselors was
recognized by Project staff as a.rnajor factor in their success in relocating
families. ,

Although a lack of small, crisis -interverition loans was initially a problem,
this was partially solved because of the close working relationship between the
Mobility Project staff and the Northern Michigan University Business Office.
By hand-carrying a check reques t through the varius UniversitY.BusineSs, Office
channels, relocation grant; dould.be releasecrin as little time as one day.

Clients who:had bona fide job interviews were paid eight ents a mile one
way to their destination, and $10 per diem up maximummaximu of three. daYs. The
lump sum:relocation grants were 'based. on the average weekly rnantifacituring
wage, as computed by the Bureau of Labor Statistids. Yearly economic adjust-
ments resulted in the relocation grants ris.ing through the years starting at
$102. 97 in 1965, to $111, in .1967,- to $123. 00 in 1969, tio $129.50 in 1970, and
finally to $133. 73 in 1971. A client received the base relocation grant for himself,
a like .sumfor 'the spouse, if married, and half of the initial grant amount *for
each child up to four children.. In addition, he was awarded ten cents a mile from
his home Area to his new,relocationsite. Clients were'urged to use rental trai-
lers when feasible. In cases where a trailer was used, they were awarcicel twelve
Cents per mile in addition to reimbursement of .the rental. Truck rentals were
reimbursed at the actual rental cost, plus fuel costs. Regular mov,ing companies,
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were utilized when rentals were riot feasible and the total cost was paid by the
Mobility Project, up to a 7,000 pound load limit. U a,married client moved on
his own to appraise the new job and area before relocating the rest of the family
and household goOds, he was paid mileage and a single relocation grant sumprior
to his departure. If the job and area proved satisfactory and he decided to move
his spouse and household goods, the rest of the relocation monies were provided

at-,that time.

Atthe,conclus ion of the period covered. by this report (March 1, 1966 through'
April, 1972) the Mobility Project hid counseled a total of 2148 persons.. Of these,
a total of -81 were excluded from the research population due .to death or exit from
the civilian ,noninstitutionalized labor force.'

Although follow-up information was sought concerning only.the remaining
2067 clients, calculations concerning the pirciject's Costs include those for
services rendered to the 81 persons not.e4gible for the research population.
Hence,, gross reIocatees. include 1194 persans'eligiblefor follow-.up'and 24
ineligible, fOi a total of'1218,.or 56,'7 percent of the gross client popula.tion

of 2148.
Table I-1 displays total Mobility Project expenditures for the 'research

period. (For accounting ease, Column :2 includes-all of April, 1972.) Beginning
late in 1971, relocation services began .to be phased-out, and thee, ,Project was
reoriented to research. Therefore, at Line C of Column 2, exp nditures for the
1970-72 period, net of actual relocation awards and stipends, ar reduced by 3.0

percent,' to' account for research activities... Thus,. subtotals arrived at in Line C

represent administrative and overhead expenses, while Lines. Dand E present
actual disbursements to or on behalf of clients for the purposes of pre-employment
interviews (awards) and relocation (stipends). ,,

Not every relocatee received either an award or a stipend; some relocatee,s
received. both. On the other hand, some nonrelocatees received pre-employment
interview awards which did not result in relocation.

Total expenditures to be allocated to the provision of relocation and local
placement services are: .. -

A 0

Relocation stipends $ 195., 253. 21'
Pre-errkployment award 41,.704. 34
Administration (net of

stipends, -awards-and
research costs) 516,68'8.48

Total $ 753, 646.03

1 These were distributed as follows :.

deceased 35

chronic los pitalization 7 ,

incArceration. 11

military service 28
Si

29.
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TABLE I -

NORTHERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY
MOBILITY PROJECT

..Summary of Administration, Stipend and Award Expenditures

Project Staff
Supervisor
Consultant
Student Labor
Casual. Labor
FICA & Retirement
Office Supplies
Telephone
Rental of Building
Other prof. Services
Equipment
Travel
Stipends
Indirect Costs
Awards
Emergency Loans

A. Total Budget .

B. Less Stipends

(1) I.

Expenditures
thru

2-28-70
$221, 190.78

4, 000. 00

5650.30

25, 9§3,, 83
4, 173. 75
5,791.02
6, 991. 95

105.65
3,251.15

25,143.76
77; 584.22
56, 465. 00
25, 198.20

. 993. 50

-$457, 448,, 11

a

(2) (3)
Total

Expenditures, Expenditures
3-1-70 thru 31-66 thru.

4-30-72 4-30-72
$148,957.65

2, 425. 29
1, .450. 00
3, 827. 14
3, 871,: 20

27,861.63
1, 704. 02

0 4,803.75
4, 865. 00

.

$370, 148. 43
6,425:29
1,450.00
4, 392. 44
3, 871.20.

53; 855: 46
. 5, 817. 7.7 .

_

1.0, 594.77
11; 856. 95

105.65
1, 004. 08 4, 255. 23

17,576.12 42,719.88
114, 999. 40 1924 583. 6,A.-

13,014. 91 69, 479. 14,
1'6,312.4 41,'510.I4'

100.00 . 1093.50
. . .

$820, 220.:44$362,772.33

and Awards -102, 782. 42. -131,311.54
$354, 665.69 $231, 460,, 79

and development

D. Stipends (relocation)
After 4-30-72
Total .$ 77, 584.22

25 198. 20

ONO 04 NO MO

$354. 665. 89

77, 584.22

E. Awards
(pre-employment)

After 4-30-72
Total $ 25,198.20

.25
30

-234, 093: 95
$586,126. 48

69, 438. 00. - 691 438. 00
$162, 022, 19 $516, 688. 48

114, 999.40 192, 583.62
2, 669. 59 2,669. 59

$117, 668. 99 . $195, 253.21

16, 312. 14 41,510034
1940 00 . 194. 00

$ 16 506. 14 $ 41, 704. 34

;
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Both relocation stipends and pre-employment grantsowerp clearly expended
in pursuit of a relocation outcome for the client. Therefore, we rnay"calcUlate
a straightforward avera.gb cost of stipends arid awards per accomplished gross
relocation., 'as. follows:

(stipend y + awards) ; gross relocations =
1$195,253 + $41,704). 1218

$236,957 4- 1218 = $194.55

The distributidn of administrative and overhead costs is nOt nearly so simple.
If we simply divide total overhead by gross relocations this, has spebific ,impli-
cations which we know to.bp untrue. Most importantly, this method would imply
that relocation per, se was the sole mandate of the Projea, and therefore repre-
sents the only cost-relevant outcom&. However, implied in Che mandate.to:.aSsist
the relocatton process. for persons .whO have poor or no employment prospects in
the supply area is a co elary--that when it is found that an individuarha:i good'
employment possibilitie without relocation he should be encouraged not to
relocate,. The investme in reloc.ation under those circumstances, would be

. unlikely to be cost effecti in view of an explirJ4 opportunity e. , the
foregone wage arid emploY nt opportunity 'in thtsupply area. If 'steps were hot
taken to make that opportunit Ost explicit (i.e., through local placement
services provided by ProjectstVif_for other coordinated sources), the individual's

lack of information may'lead4hirriAo attempt a relocation which would be a poor
investment. When cost effe-IIiveness criteria '.are invoked in evaluating manpower
programs such as this, it is 'assumed that private costs include opportunity costs.
At the operational level., this implies that staff must be knowledgeable 4f thede
costs arid encourage investments based 'upon: net benefits, within this frarriework.
Therefore, regardless. of the source of the investment (public or private). in
relocation, the Project man te implies the discouragement of poor investments.

If we divide total 'overhead .y gross relocations, we relegate a mandated
Project.function and :goal to the tatus of a positive externality, the cost of which
may-not be congidered.by,the dec sion maker. In addition, .since economic.
conditions. may strongly affect the roportion of clients who are assessed as
requiring relocation services, the actical stability of such an estimate ip
questionable.

Each-of the (611Ow mg caralati-Ons o av-e-ragd
,cably linked with a set of assumptions c ncerning the goals of a relocation
,project.

1. If it is argued that the sole goal.of a.relocation project is maximizing
the number of relocations without re ard to the appropriateness' of
relocation kir the individual, then the only legitimate output of the
Project is relocation. .

.Based on these assumptions, average a ministrattve cost consists
of total cost divided by gross reloca:tion ,or $516, 688 4- 1218 = $424. 21.

1See Subsection A -1, Chapter IV for an elabo ation:of the differences among
client groups which are discussed here.,
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2. If it is argued that equal time and capital are required -.to effect a
local placement or a. relocation, and furtherthore t at these goals
a.re'of equal importance, then each.relocatee's share of the
adminis trative costs is equal to each nonrelocatee 'sphare.

ased on these assumptions, average administrative ,cost consists
of total costs divided by total clients; or $516,688 ÷2148 = $240.54.

3. If it is argued that, as goals provided by the Project 'Mandate,.
.relocation and local placemept haVe equarimpOrtance, but differ

the cost of service provision, then "each relocateeis share of
administrative costs is an appropriately,weighted.pdrtionof total
costs, which will have 'an upper limit of $424.21,and a lower ,limit
of $240. 54.

Based upon these assumption's, we inaynarrow the limits off,an
appropriate share.of administrative costs by applying an estimate
of relative cost of provision of services for relocatees an nor,

e

-
relocatees3 If iservices td relocatees r;equired an average,
administrative expenditure of 2 times that for nonrelocatees,
total costs may be apportioned,1:o relocatees ass : $5416, 68a
(1218'.+40 (930) ) = $307.00, with the average administrative
costs Pe...; local placement being',$153.50;

,In,conclua,,i.oh We may characterize'the costs of relocation services only
insofar 41_-1.44.aiacterize the goal performance which is being assessed. If
the solet.g020 is rel.
plus $424.b,,21 (total
$618,76. ,If the Pro
assistance in arrivi
relocation or 'nonigl

. ..

cation, average costs consist of$194.55.(stipends and awards).
dministrative costs assessed solely to relocatees), or
ect's oals. and o aerations ern hasize the provision .of
g at and acting upon an appropriate relocation outonfle.
"cation , then the.avera er client cost will accordine

to outcome and service costs, as summarized in Table I-2
*,

. ;

D.: Integration and Coordination of Mobility Project Services, With
Northern MiAigan'Skill Center and CoOperating Institutions

Most of the current 'arsenal of weapons to fight unemployment and poverty
began as experiments'furided as investments in innovation. However, hundreds
ofinnovations and discoveries do no become a: program of service without
coordination from within and integration of program. with. other instituti.ons.
Growth and change inthe Northern Michigan Mobility Project paralleled and
inkluenced the.philosophy; program content, and spirit of the Northern Michigan
SkillCentr. ..The openness and 'responsiveness of both Projects to' innovation
and change led to a unique client-oriented service operation.. /It believe'dthat
the philosophy and working. relationship which developed between the Mobility
Project and the Skill Center has affected virtually every manpower organization
and' institution with which a long.term relationship has been developed.

Northern Michigan Skill Center, formerly known as the Area Training Center,
has operated under the auspices of the Department of Continuing Education and
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Extension of Northern Michigan University since 1962. During these LI years, the
.Center has never enjoyed a. single source of fundings:, its budgets have been made
up of a conglomerate of grant monies from various state and federal agencies.

nip first to fund programs at Northe'rn Michigan University was the Area
Redevelopment Act in 1962, The primary thrust of this program was the retraining
of individiials from- economically depresied areas to.rneel_neWinclustria-1--needs:
Durin.g_thie-riod-i--1-ittte- a en ion TATiigiven to supportiVe services such as basic
education, counseling, or mobility: ;PS

Late in 1962, programs were funded at Northern Michigan University for the
training and retraining of the underemployed and unemployed through grants from
the Manpower Development and Training Act .(MDTA), with poole.d funding from
U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare and the Department of Labor.
These were .the first of what,was to bec.ome the main source of Skill Center training
monies from 1962 through 1971. By the time of the eniergence of the first Mobility
Project at the Skill Center in 1965, the Center's structure had begun to show signs
of the comprehensive manpower unit it was to become.

. While c/9ntinuing training under theArea Redevelopment Act, and the_,Manpciwer
Development and Training Act, the Center's staff and facilities-werealso involved
in grants from the Department of C.ommerce for.the-purpose of providing aid to___--
local. government and industry in area-re-deirelopment. Under the auspices of the
Office of Manpower, AutornaHori, and Training, a comprehensive experimental
and demons tration-plroject was begun at the Center to rehb.bilitate rural youth who
lacked_pera &nal, social,NiOcatidnal, and educational tools necessary to succeed
in the world of work. buring this experimental project, individualized, open
entry, open-exit training and educational upgrading concepts were introduced at
the Center. Additionally; certain Center staff found themselves involved in, the
training of young people. for the Domestic Peace ,Corps, under a grant from the
Office of Economic Opportunity to the University. (This' grant was administered
by the division of the University now knowries The Division of Continuing Educa-
tion and Extension.)

41$ 61101,

From the outset, the-Labor Mobility Project was federally funded as a separate
entity, but organizationatly was placed within the Training Center. (See discus-
sion of staff and line organization below.)

`Because federal and state regulations prohibit the comingling of Manpower
grant funds, the budget of the Mobility Project, like that of other Manpower or
.Office of Economic Opportunity grants, was administered as an individual, self-
contained operation. Based upon a clear federal Mandate to coordinate service
delivery, however, project operations 'involved a mix of a.dministration, facility,
*and services, It was not uncommon for a staff member to be paid from one grant
budgct, but receive direct-ion froma supervisor paid from another. A typical

0

example would be an MDTA -counselor receiving direction from the head of the
Experimental and Demonstration Project who, in the Center's .organizational
plan, was the Supervisor of Counseling and Ancillary Services.

During the period, when the new .Mobility Project was developing demand area
employment opportunities and becoming acquainted with supply area assets, a
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definite comprehensive manpower philosophy began to emerge throughout the
Center's operations. The philosophy, like the total Center's blidget, wasnot
written in any single grant proposal narrative, nor Was it a document of request
from state or federal guidance. It arose through a process of continual asSe88-
.ment and reassessment of service opportunities and problems,. and wa,s.manifested
in stzong, commonly-he-id-concepts and convictions of staff members.

In particular, two of these concepts influenced the character of services pro-
vided toAndividuas, agencies, ,and industries. These are:,

1., That a center, or centers, offering comprehensive manpower multi-
occupational training services was needed in the Upper Peninsula.
'That such 'a center would' be capable of identifying what the individual,
agency, or industry needs were, and then' be flexible enough to deliver
these services in the most expedient manner. If the .individual needs
.9f trainees, industries, and agencies, were to be filled; a broad view.
of services would have to be"taken,.and each situation assessed on
its merits and potentials. Hence, vocational assessment, skill
training, remedial reading, or general education, relocation services,
etc. , should be coordinated.

2. That previously existing funding procedures under the Area Redevelop-
ment Act and the Manpower Development and Training Act, Which
allowed training entry and graduation. exit 'in preetated time 'blocks
Of from 16 to 48 weeks, were not the most effective .delivery, system
to.rneet indus-try and individual needs. Therefore, the Skill Center
pioneered in the op, rationalization of the multioccupation open-entry
open-exit training concept, baSed on individualized assessment On
progress.

, -

In philosophy and action, then, the Skill Center Assumed a role as catalyst
through its supportive and cooperative reldiiion,ships with manpower and educational
agencies in the Upper Peninsula: Two federally funded programs operating through-
out the 15 county U. P. area contributed to the impact of these concepts. The

first was the Neighborhood,Youth Corps, which provided disadvantaged youth with
work experience and counseling in order to upgrade them for further job training
or employment. Feedback from NYC counselors working throughout the U. P.
provided support for the need for a comprehensive manpower training system
whiCh could provide, in addition to counseling and work experience, Such services
as vocational assessment, educational upgrading, job training and placementand
'relocation services. The second was a program funded through. Title V of the
Social Security Act, and the. Office of Economic Opportunity, While other man-
power grants, such as the Experimental and Demonstration Project, provided basic
education, counseling, and on-'campus residential quarters for certain of their
clients, the Title V program established ^..:t more comprehensive basic education
and counseling program, including remedial education, basic education, college'
preparatory Work, psychological counseling, and orientation to the world of work.
A more sophisticated residential service was establiihed providingnot only rooms,
,but also recreational services, evening activities, and a food service, What Wis'
later to become known at the Skill Center as vocational assessment was also
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Of esent in this project in an embryonic form which utilized prevocational or work
sampling experiences. ,

..c. .

A comprehensive d.vaivation of the Title V Project includes a number of recom-
m ndations which reflect the Project's impact on the multiService outlook of the
emerging Skill Center philosophy. Those include: .. ,,

\
1

1\1*
w

That residential.programs having 3 components--basiC education,
-privocational training, and counseling servicebe establishe d to
serve -the needs of numberth of chronically unemployed people.

Prevocational experiences* are necessary in many cases to provide,
not only background nece-S-saryfor success on the job or in voca-'
tional training prograxias, but atio-to_provide support; to the'ego of
otherwise failure7Oriented individuals.

3. A broadly interpreted basic education program is required to meet.
the brow' degrees of assistance netessary,forindividual training '
objectives. Where clients range in abilities frotn-illitercy to .

high school levels, individual programs must be established that
equire other than traditional group-lecture...techniques of teaching..

hat improved, methods of- communication be developed amOng.all
individuals and agencies working toward the common goal of employ
a ility to insure a coordinated, concerted, and well-defined Approach:-

T at modular vocational training programs be established with suf-
ficient continuity. to insure entry at times when clients are best

od for entry and that less-than-class grade structure permit
f rral and paynient of benefits from various sources, including

t e rivate sector, to increase the outreach of vocational training
p og atns.
T
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resistance to mobility be recognized as inalterable in some
and that this be taken into account by those involved in employ-
planning. "

g up the Project recommendations, the author writes:
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ainiug and job placement can result in,cumulative frustrations
tents who have remP.ined ill-equPped to cope with our social
Environmental adjustment often' requires more time -and .continuing
nd:the number of weeks required for, skill training to the job entry

often fail to complete the total job'with the client, forgetting, in
that we are not involved only in rehabilitation but in the total
f the personality. ttl,
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ering Two Years of Michigan's Department of Social Services
Northern Michigan University, " (Marquette, Michigan:
University Area Training Center, under Contract No 089213,
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The Mobility,Project found itself in a unique situation within the changing
and ekpanding world of the Skill Center and otheL manpower programs in the U. P.
As an expe?imental.and clemonstration project funded directly by the federal
government,,.it was riot subject to the guidelines applied to other manpower grants
Which come from the federal government through the State Departments of Labor
and Education, 'Mobility Project staff were able to influenceOtheri%kill Center
staff and projects; through. their feedback system frOm business and industry, on
what was essential to vocational training and social adjustment in order to make
Mobility clients employable. The organizationaLstructure,Which placed the
Mobility Director as one of the Skill Center's supervisors, gave weight to Mobility
staff recommendations for Skill Center improvements. In addition, the intimate .

involvement. of Mobility Project staff in many aspects of the Skill Center operation
influenced the implementation of such 'recommendations. While carrying out their
responsibilities in screening, relocating, and providinglacal placement to. Mobility
clients, Mobility staff also found it .necessary to involve themselves, in counseling,
employability planning,. environmental adjustment services, and in some cases,
the training services at the Center.

As numerous state and federal agencies began requesting Mobility services for
their clients, it became the responsibility of Mobility staff to assist these agencies
in helping the Client to become employment7and relocationready. The explicit
requirements for relocation success, V ich continual. assessment of the Mobility \

Project had revealed, required that staff and referral agencies cooperate to acquire,
necessary physical examinations, medical and dentg services, psychological
services, loans, clothing, hoine furnishings, and trade equipment.' In many-ca QS
referral agency staff, faced with explicit assessments of prerequisites to empl y-
ment readiness-with their clients, found it necessary to develop innovative
roc-e-dures-w-ithin their own a-gencies-tia-handle_thes_e_requirements.._InLre_tiu24,0he

Mobility Project was able 'to fill a major gap in.many of these agencies clients'
employability plans: previously most agencies had nothad systematic 'access. to
out-of-area employment opportunities for their clients. Intensive, long-term,
involvement with Skill Center clients and staff was developed with .at least two ,

of these agencies, State Vocational Rehabilitation Services and the Department of

Adult Mental Health Compact'.

The organizational and financial structure which allowed some.of the flexibility
during the years 1965 "thru 1968 is displayed in the skeleton chart on page 16.
The dotted lines 'on the lower half of the chart indicate the conglomeration of man'-
power financial grants which made up the totaLSkill Center budget. It should be
remembered that'each Of the grant budgets was treated at the Northern Michigan
University Business Office as a separate and independent financial entity.
Collectively,, however, these, grants enabled the Skill Center, to rent failities,
develop programs, and pool equipment and staff to provide comprehensive services
to clients; agencies, and industry, far beyond .the potential of any indiVidual grant
program.

During the 1965 to 1968 era, the comprehensive approach offered to Skill Center
students included room and board services for both men and women, prevocational
services, basic education, orientation to the world of work, personal and occupa;
tional counseling, skill training, placement, relocation, and follow-up and suppor-
tive services. Manpower Development and Tiaining Act and Area Redevelopment
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Act programs Which were providing only token counseling and basic education -*.

Services benefited from.thi .;,e coexistence with programs such as, Title V and the
Mobility Project, which proVided more comprehensiVe .supportive services, At the
same time., the Title V and Experimental and Demonstration.Projects needed the
skilled training services of MDTA-type prograrns,. which were more experienced
in, and better equipped to provide,- such services.

Each separate project, while carrying out its own 'specific project plan, also
became a part of the larger comprehensive service plan offered through the
Skill Center. Because the .Mobility. in particular, required that staff
co.ord.inat;e the longest range client developmeht and employability ne of any of
the projects,. and requiredthe most extensive follow -up of clienti also pro-
vided the most comprehensive communication and feedback network of any of'the
projects. When Mobility counselOrs became aware of aspects of the recrUitmett., .
training, counseling; or educational backgrounds and,development of Mobility
clients which 'either positiVely or negatively affected their employment and
promotion, this information was ,autornatically relayed to the Skill.Center and

kreferra.l.agencies. Hence; in carrying out ita specific mandate to do intensive

A
follow-up of its clients, the Mobility Project effectively subsidized innovation,
at the Skill Center and many referral agencies:

While the late 1960's brought decreased manpower training funds, and increas-
ingly erratic funding procedures, administrative staff found themselves kept busy
writing grant proposals .. Lpstructional and supportive staff were intermittently,
laid off and rehired, or lost to other employers. . Other staff were paid from as
many ias_ three grant budgets at one time, with a corresponding division of
activities.. Facility rent,. utilities, and training supplies were under similar
budgetary stress.

The. multi-service philosophy, however, was strengthened and is clearly
manifested in the :first proposal written for the Work Incentive Program (WIN)
in late 1968. The WIN Program was funded under the Title W of the Social
Security Act and was operated as a part of Northern Michigan Skill Center,

The" purpose of the WIN Program was to provide, to public welfare clients,
skill development programs in a residential institutional setting. Program
features included a multi-occupational training program, offered on an individu-
alized, open-entry, open-exit basis. Prevocational services, vocational
assessment, and employability, planning were also provided. Supportive services
included basic education, counseling, and environmental adjustment. Until the
phase-out. of relocation operations in 1972, the major source of relocation
assistance to WIN trainees was the Northern Michigan Mobility Project.

While continuing its involvement with the Skill Center operation, the.
Mobility staff also extended its services during the contract period ending in 1968

to graduates of the Women's Job Corps Center at Marquette. This programwas
funded through theOffice of Economic Opportunity and was operated by the .
Northern. Michigan University's Division 'of Continuing Education and Extension.
Input from Mobility and Job Corps staff contact also supported the need for a
comprehensive manpower center with a wide range of services from remedial
ethication through skill training', c.diminating in placement and/or relocation to
pladement.
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In 1971, a comprehensive r.nulti,occupational. open-ended program W
funded at the Skill Center, MDTA. and WIN .grants supplied the largest'artiount
of operational funds for this program, with VRS, CEP, and BIA buyingserliices.
Program service's were not .yet available to the general ptiblic under the terms
of authorizing Federal legislation.

Chart 2 shows how the Mobility 'Project 'fit into the OM Center organizational
plan at that time. Mobility staff extended their involvement with students to
include-site (yes tibule...training)_developmentior_etudents at the Skill Center. This
afforded the Mobility. staff an opportunity to observe as the student tested his skills
and work attitudes in an On-the-job situation prior to placement or relocation..

The dotted lines on Chart 2 indicate this dual department involvement, as well'.
as administrative Changes. In the 1971 organizational plan, the Mobility Project
Director became the overall Skill Center Sup,erVi,sor,,handling mainly logistics.
Directly under the SuperVisor, three _Coordinators supervised program.operations..
Mobility staff received supervision from the Coordinator of Ancillary Services.

In 1972, program services and.funding continued to be very -much as. they

were in 1971. The administrative structure, however, Was changed, with' the
reduction of one coordinator; His responsibilities. were divided between the
Skill Center' Supervisor and two remaining Cooxylinators.

As of December, 1973, the Skill Center isioperating for the first' time. under .

State of Michigan funds consisting of a State higher educationapproprition. This
was effected by a combined effort of Skill Center and. University staff, and marks
the beginning of the integration ofSkill Center into the Unigersity program and,
budget.

In addition to serving the general public (formerly unservedunder Federal
regulations) with skill training andsupportive services, the Stare-s-fu-nd-i-n-g-is--
allowing Federal ManpOwer agencies to be served. .MDTA, WIN, CEP, 'and

VRS, none of whom could fund the Skill Center either separately or jointly,. are
now purchasing services for their clients. On a tuition basis at the Skill Center.
The only services of those previously described which arenot currently provided
are the placement and relocation 'services of the Mobility Project. These services
have been unavailablelo clients and agencies since April, 1972, whenthe PrOject
activities were reoriented to research rather than relocation. . .

'n concluding the disCussion.of the integration and coordination of Mobility
Project services with the development of a co reheneive. manpower center,
there is no .insinuation that the development is c plete. Instead, many Skill.
Center and University staff believe, that the stitrig in ividualized'multi-service

. .

philosophy which now exists will continue to. influence program changes and
improvement.

As a result of Mobility Project staff experience with the Skill Center
development, one staff recommendation 'stands out regarding future Mobilitk
'Project sponsorship: That future Mobility Projects sponsorships should be

grantedo other than long-established bureaucratic agencies, thus allowing
project services the flexibility of innovation in response to changing individual,
agency, and economic needs.



CHAPTER II

A SUMMARY OF

FINDINGS AND RECOM1VIENDATIONS

.A. Findings Based on Research

The following list briefly summerizes the findings based upon the current
*p search effort:

1. coi,AsEt...2si ea. The primary service area of the Project
(Upper Peninsula of Michigan) was found to be an area in long-
term secular decline, which began to undergo isolated economic
growth during the latter portion of thei.Project period. Structural
imbalances within the region facilitated the use of a dual supply
and demand area concept, wherein intraregional relocation was
utilized to, combat bottleneck shortages and structural unemploy-
Merit. Approximately one third otall subsidized-relocatees
relocated within the generally depressed region of the Upper
Peninsula and northern Lower Michigan.

2. Service Population... Between January 1, 1966 and April 6, 1972,.
the Project.directly interviewed 2148persons from a diverse
service population which crisisted of MDTA trainees, direct
referrals from social service agencies, permanently displaced
miners, /referrals from NYC,\job Corps, Marquette State Prison,
Vocational Rehabilitation ServiC4 , etc.. Eighty-one persons were
dropped from the research popula on for reason of death, incar-
ceration, chronic institutionalizatio or current military/service.
Of the resulting research population o 2067 persons, extensive
questionnaires were completed for 150 \persons. The whereabouts
of an additional 510 persons were deter= ed utilizing secondary
information sources such as friends, relati eo, and employment
service personnel. data for respondents efers to tabulations
from 1500 complete and 4 partially complete i erviews. The
overall response rate was 72.6 percent of the ac\t've population.
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.3. The General Pattern of Subsidized Relocation wa's clearly in the
direction of areas with employMent and wage prospects superior
to those of the home counties of the relocatees
Subsidized relocation tonded to redirect relocation destinations in
favor ;of Michigan counties and the Fox River Valley area of
WiscOnsin, as opposed to natural migration patterns wherein
Upper Peninsula residents were found to have relocated dispro-
portionately 'to destinations .outside Michigan and Wisconsin....
Cron- Rao-Cation and Retention Rates.Ii was found that 60.-3
percent.(905) of the respondenti were relocatees, while 57.8
percent of the Mobility population relocated. With an average
folloW-up period of 48.5 months, 60.3 percent of the respondent
relocatees, were found to be their relocation site. Secondary
Sources reporting :on 233 relocatee nonrespondents indicate a-
retention rate of 72..1 percent for that group.

5. Long -'Term Relocatees. When only the 852 relocatees who had
'relocated at least one year prior to interview are Considered, it
is found that 76..6 percent of these relocatees remained in the.
.demand_area at-least one full year. 1n-other words',. 40
percent of all returnees remained in the demand area at least
one year before returning to their home area.
Characteristics- of Project-Population. Data on wages, -employ-
ment records, and satisfaction indicate that the Project correctly
identified those persons in the Project population who were most
in need of relocation (i."e., .thoie with the lowest probability of

- horne-area employment sUccess), as revealed by the consistant.
. disadvantage in the postpr.ogram period displayed by those who

had beenidentified.as in need of relocation services, but who did
not subsequently relocate '(as compared with.those identified as
potential local placements' and who did not relocate).
When Characteristics of relocatees and nonrelocatees were com-
pared with those for the U.S. population,..'as .reported in Census-
based data, it is found/that reloctklion projectclients did not
conform to expected Migration ratt.s bailed on group characteristics.
In particular, the relative age-specific mobility rates of those.
over age-24 are considerably higher than the values predictedsby
Census estimates. .When age /education cohorts were considered,
it was found that pergons. under 35, having le.A.s than eight grades
of education, were the group most likely to migrate; among those
over 35, there was a considerable reduction in the evidenCe 'cif an
age/education interaction effect.
Among Movers, high school graduates were the least likely group
to beCome returnees. However, high school giaduates were 40'
the most likely to have participated' in the. three most highly
technical training courses, and graduates of these courses were
found to have the highest migration rates and the lowest return
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rates.° About 80 perc4it,of all high school graduates remained in
the demand area at least one year, while 70 percent of the less
educated relocatees remained at least one year.

were only slightly more likely to relocate than were
females in the total population, with a: ratio of migration rates of
1.1 : 1.0. However, females are only half as likelras males to
remigrate to the home area. after spending one year in the demand
area

7-Although there was oTilr a minor diffezeTicein-the relocation rates
of married and single respondents, those widowed, separated or
divorced were considerably less likely to move. The latter were
also about one and a half tames More likely to return to the home
area 'within one year.
There is a slight tendancy for relocation and retention rates 'to
decline for persons with more than three additional dependents;
both rates reached. maxim in the case of three dependents.

7. WIN Clients. In spite of the severe preprogram educational and
occupational disadvantages, and a .high incidence of divorce,
separation or widowhood, about-40 percent of-WINtrainees relo-
cated, as compared with 58.4 percent. for general MDTA trainees.
When gross retention rates .fOr subsidized employment-.

-----boUnd):relocatees_a.r_e_conipared, the two groups are nearly
identical.. Sixty-four percent of WIN subsidized relocatees and-7
64.3 percent of MDTA subsidized-relocatees became stayers.
'About one fifth of WIN trainees and one eighth of MDTA trainees
were out of the labor force at the time. of the survey. Of those in

77 Lpereent-ottile-3.8I-IN-g_roup_and_90.24excent of
the MOTA grOup wei.,3 employed when interviewed.'

8. Wages. Primarily due to _high relocation rates among ( revious
1
y

high wage) miners and low rates among (previously low wage)
women, relOcatees display a slight preprogram wage distribution
advantage over nonrelocatees.

Upward wage mobility is the norm for both movers and noninover.
However, those j.n the.deinand area are more than twice as likely
as those at home tube earning over $4;00 per hour curfently

I

1

(58% vs. 28%).
Individual,prioportional wage Increases clearly occurred more
fregnently and were of generally _g magnitude among stayers,
than others, with long-term relocatees and nonrelocatees generally
gaining more (or losing leas) than short- and rnid-term returnees.
Nearly 43 percent of all 'stayers increased their wages by more
than 100 percent, compared with the preprogram period.

Relocation as an Estimator of Wges. When last wage on last
postprogram job, weighed mean postprogram wages on all jobs,

O



and weighed mean postprograin wages tim s proportion of, time
employed were estimated in stepwise regression analyses, relo-
catee stayers displayed a consistant, larg s'gnificant positive
differential over nonmOvers on all varia.b1414eadh time period
considered.
In addition, long-term returnees displaye similar wage and
emploYment advantages in half of the wei hted models estimated:
Short-term returnees showed either no di ference, or negative
differences.

The longer the time period considered, th more similar the
experiences of long-term stayers (relocat es) and long. -term
returnees.
As a general rule, the proposition that returnees are character.
ized by employment ."failure" cannot 'be supported for those who
relocate for at least one year,.

10. Employment; and Unemployment. Labor fc6ce participation rates
for both male and female respondentsin eiery outcome category
exceeded both the 1970 rates for the by sex and the aggregate
rates estimated for 197. Women respona eats were nearly twice
as likely to be labor force participants as ere women in the total
U. P. Supply area unemployment rates fo both sexes are probably
"inflated" by' a lower incidence of hidden ( abor force withdrawal)
.unemployment.
Current une Tn:s byrriert). -rates-tor-49th xnen and women are lowest

d, for relocatees with at least one year tenor = in the demand area
(men, 2. 6%; women 6. 6%)..

__Changing__economic_conditionS_a.reistrongl ssociated_with-the-
overall employment records of trainees, egardless of relecation
status. However, relocation still seems o have been grseAtly
the employment advantage of trainees graduating during ihe 1969 -
1.972 period (as compared with nonrelocatees).

11. Chars eristiCs 'of Jobs, According to Location in Supply or'nemand
Area. Demand area jobs rated highly in terms atpypxxxotsions
receiyed, overtime wage structures, overall satiNfa4tion, oppor-
tunity..to use vocational training; 'and reasons foeccepting the job.
Supply area .jobs were most likely toihakte been accepted as the
only job available, apd,..(in th?- case of first jobs) over one fourth
of them resulted in termination due to layoff Aneatly twice the
proportion for demand area jobs).

12. Training and Mobility. ;The highest relocation rates 'among.,
trainees were reported bir those most technicallOrainod. L'atk
of educational upgrading facilities at the institutions offering thee
nos, t technibal courses appears to haire resulted in 4 very low
incidence of WIN participation in these courses. WIN relocation
rates are more coinpurable to their lase technically trained

4 ,

counterparts.
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Training in occupations where training 'could readily be used in
small establishments was generally associated with low relocation
rates in service and repair occupations.

13. (29smalional. Mobility. Occupational mobility was a major feature
of postprogram experience. The largest proportional increases
were found, for first pottprogram employment in professional,
technical and kindred, craftsmen and foremen, and clerical fields.
Major:decreases occurred ti laborers, service, sales, and
operatives._

Last postprogramjobs'in the demand areas were concentrated in
operative and professional, technical and kindretareas. Home
area last jobs were primarily of the craft and operative types.

14. Satisfaction of Needs for Affiliation, Job Satisfaction, Liyirjg.
Conditions, Self-Concept, .nand General Orientation.. It appears
that .relocates stayers rank lower than others in the satisfaction
of affiliation needs,, but generally higher in..terms.of job satis-
:faction, living conditions, self . concept,' and life and-future
orientations,
Long-term circular migrants rank in the'vold4.to-upper ranges on
all such scores.

1/47

15. Reactions to Demand Areas and Relocation Experience.' When
negative feelings were dxpressed'concerning the demand areas,
they tended to focus' upon problems of unfamiliarity rather than
outright rejection.^
Over 96 percent of every relocatee group rated Project services
as adequate. ".

7

The primary relocation problems encountered werelogistical
problems which required access to complex inforniation networks
generally unfamiliar to relocateep: . negotiations far the physical
relocation, organization and timely delivery of grant payments'
alid securing housing in'urban markets characterized by severe,
shortages.

16. Subgroup Correlates of. Incidence of Relocation. , When the AID-III
,.

program .was applied to the problem of. locating' combination' s of
subgroup characteristics which best explained differences in relo-
cation rates, the following patterns' ,

, ,.

1. It is largely the interaction of sex and marital status.
. for. married women'that accounts for low !reification

rates athong women respOndents. .

,, ,

. Women who are tinrnarried or not living:with their
:s,-,Apouses have relocation rates neta.rly identical to
iliope for men, in spite of lack oriemalo participation

it ., ".
in isa.ining riograMs associated with.high relotation
'ratios.

I. .



3. Age is a relatively minor factor in explaining relo-
cation rates, and when it does entelr, the major
differentiations occur between those under and over
age 40 or age 35, rather thati in the twenties'. as
Census estimates wopd predict.

4, lAmong men; those with a relatively poor home
county and low preprogram educational attainment
generally displayed the highest relocation rates.

5. Previous 'status as a welfare recipient is associl
ated with a wide range of relocation rates when it
is combined with other personal and environmental
characteristics. TA, some cases, subgroups of
welfare recipients'had relocation rates exceeding
those for:nonrecipients, Welfare status alone
doe not appear to be an adequate predictor of
relo tion behavior.

Cost of Ser ces.. The average cost of services provided was
ccording to several possible assumptions concerning

e tota °cation of costs to relocatees or to both local place-.
. merits and relobatees. The maximum 'average cost per relocation,
based ,on allocating all costs to relocatees was $618.76. Alterna-
tivetnetho.de_of_e,stimation-place-crost-s-at-$4-3-5-0-0-9-per r- elocation
and $240.54 per local placement, or $501.55 per relocation'and
$153.50 per local placement.

13. Recommendations Based n
Mobility Project Operational Expe/ rience

During the course of the Mobility Research Proj#ct, Mobility Project staff
and all Skill Center staff who had worked with the provisir of Mobility services,

.

were made much more'aware of the need to analyz services and assumptions
which. had become established over the years. T e interview prOces provided
recurring anecdotes from cliente'wh9 had. experi need relobation, which revealed
aspects of the Project and services which liad n t been fully realized previously.
For instance, ift.;isias discvered that many relo atee. respondents were referring
to demand area counselors when they answers the question Concerning friends
or relatiVes whbin they "could call on in time f need in the demand area" in the
affirmative. `" "°--

Ixi

,
-

addition, as findings began to emerge/froth the research, staff'were made
aware, in many cases for the first time; that many of their procedures.and oper-
ational structures were unique' among Mobility Projects.

Working together, experienced Mobility staff' drew, up a detailed list of

ista f irninedia-tetrin-volved-had--4-3--years -of-cumtilative-p-ers-onaVexperierice
with the Project, and drew, in addition? on the recorded experience and recorn.
rnendatons of several former staff tneMbers.,,

.
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operational recommendationsehich both deScribed those aspects of thA Project
which they believed contributed to successful relocations and which also anticipate
changes which their experience lead them to believe would further enhance relo..
cation success or the efficiency of service delivery. These reconii'nendations
fall into nine basic,categoiies:

1. Coordination
2., Community eiucati'on
3. Feedback
4. Individual assessment and. counseling
5. The location of decision making powers and initiative
6. Int.ragency. communication
.7. Intra-agency communication
8. Operational structure
9. Operational service procedures
Each recommendation is followedby a set of, numbers indicating the types of

considerations involved in its implementation.

I. It should be recognized that "one man's supply area-May be another.
man's demand area." Mobility 'staff, in communication with other
resources, should continue to haVe the authority to authorize motes
even into areas with high unemployment rates when.a certifiable
shortage of specific skilled wOrkers exists in that area. Supply
and demand areas should not simply be separately designated on
the basis of overall unemployment rates.
(1, 4,.5, 6, 9)

2. Mobility staff should work in conjutiction with all available training
resources in the local area. TO enable early access to potential
Mobility clients, they 'Should welcome the ssumption of such
duties, as assisting students in resumg-pr partition, presenting,
"World of Work" orientations, offe,ring ounseling services to
'students during training, and serving-as resources for vocational
information concerning potential reloCatiOn sites.
(1, 4, 6, 7, 9)
To facilitate implementation of Redonimen.daiion 2, a Mobility staff
;member should be housed in the same facility as the training
center.
(1, 6, 8)
Where outpoSting a staff .member is not feasible, Mobility staff
should make a planned "Mobility presentation" to all training
',centers and agencies in the supply area. These Mobility presen-
tations should include an oral report, supplemented by a
detailed brochure describing all aspects of Mobility services.
Which are available. This will enable potential referral agencies
And their clients to. be tnoie aware of opportunities and alternatives.
(2, 6, 9)
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Public relations should be a continuous process, putting Mobility
staff in contact with service agencies to keep them updated on the
.progress of their fo:t per referrals, of the Project in geheral,
and of new services available to their potential referrals.

1(3, 6, 9)
Mobility staff should personally conduct. the initial interview with
any prospective client on an individual basis,to guarantee proper
understanding of Project services by the client, to assure the
client's eligibility, and to: initiate the process of assessing various
alternatives for the client. The implications of this recommen-
dation should be conveyed to staff of referral.agencies as well as
projects housing outpo.sted Mobility counselors.
(1, 4, 6, 95

7. Whenever feasible, the potential client's spouse should be included
in the initial (or an immediately subsrrment) interview session.
(4, 9).

.8. Flexibility. between maximum and minimum grant amounts set by
administrative guidelines, .should be allowed to local.projects.
Each case should be considered separately,' considering such
factorS as distance, number of pre-employment interviews, size
of faMily and family situation, financial situation, available trans-.
portation, amount and character of household, goods, etc'.
(4, 5, 9)

9. Married relocatees should be encouraged to delay the relocation
of their families to allow the client to.locate appropriate housing,
transportation, and service. facilities, and to assure sorpe degree
of job satisfaction prior to deciding whether or not to move the
family.
(4, 9).

10. Demand area counseling services should be continuously available
throughout the Project, and should .be provided by counsel rs
living and working in the most widely used demand areas.
(1.; 8*,9)

11. There should be vonstant, two-way communications between
demand and supply area counselors. This should be supple-
mented with exchange visits to,each other's areas to increase
familiarity with program, geographic areas, staff, resources,
and clients.
(1, 3, 7, 9)

12. Both supply and demand area counselors should establish close
liaison with appropriate, employment service branch offices for
the purposes of job development and placement assistance.
Wherever possible they should become per'sonally acquainted.
with personnel wo;king in area hiringe'facilities, "to insure an
updated list of employment opportunities and requirements.
(1, 6, .9)

<0.
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13. Special efforts should be extended to maintain a current listing of
housing information, particularly in the demand area.. Demand
area counselors should cultivate informed sources in the housing
markets in their areas.
(6, 9)

14. Follow-up procedures, which include assessment of employment
progress after two to six months, should be ,continued, In
addition, this follow-up contact may be used as a source of
information concerning the satisfaction, wages, and conditions
in jobs in the demand area, asi_well as to seek information
concerning potential new job openings in the firm.
(3; 9)

1.5. Mobility counselors should relay information from both employers
and employees to training facilities, concerning necessary training
and personal attribute's which help to assure increased job
retention. Substantial negative feedback from employees,
concerning employer practices, etc.., should also be noted.
(1, 3,.6, 7, 9)

16. Background information concerning the potential relocatee should
be in the demand area coun'selor's hands prior to the client's pre-'
employment interview trip. This information should include Such

-items -a-s-the -tra-iming-repe-rt card,--perspnal res-ume-,--and_employ-
ment interests, in addition to characteristics bearing upon the
client's need for special housing or counseling services.
(1, 4, 7, 9)

17. The demand area counselor should attempt to'meet and assist
each client as he arrives fora pre-employa4nt interview.
(1, 9)

18, On the .basis of the type of pre-employm nt interview, knowledge
of the particular firm's employment poli ies, etc., the demand
area counselor should anticipetteithe prob bility that relocatees
arriving for pre-employment interviews Tr' y need immediate
housing in order to begin a job on the day fo lowing the interview.
A list of acceptable short-term housing show be developed and
maintained, and the housing involved reasses eci
(3, 4, 9)

19. During the periedbetween relocatee head-of household's move
to the demand area job and the physical relocation of the relocatee's
family, demand and supply area counselors must continuously
update one another on family pv:oblems, housing situations, etc.
Wherever Oossible, the demand area counselors should initiate
contact with the relocatee's family back in the supply area
(through the relocatee) and should prepare to meet and greet the
arriving .family.
(1, 3, 4, 6, 9)
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20. The demand area c'ounselox- siiuuld be prepared, upon contacting
the relocatee's family, to prpVide informationconcerning school
registration practices and requirements fdr the `children, availa-
bility of medical care, transfer of any case files between referral
or service agencies in the. supply area and demand area agencies,
tb provide -relevant informatIon.concerning required deposits for
initiation of ga-s and electrical service in the new home, and to.
'provide reassurances that a friend (i. e. , the counselor) awaits
the family in the demand area.
(4, 9)

21. Both the supply and the demand area counselors should be. prepared
to conipliment long-term employment and relocation developMent
with crisis intervention counseling when necessary. To this end,
counselors should' Initiate contact with, and 'maintain a file of,
specialized counseling and advocacy services commonly utilized.

*(1, 4, *9).,
22. Mobility personnel at all levels, regardless of location, should

learn the operational procedures and the functions of _primary staff
Members of all agenclea with which they. deal. An updated file of
-telephone numbers and services should be maintained in each.
location.
(1, 7, 9).

23. Without betraying confidentiality or: invading privacy', information
pertinentto a client's welfare should be exchanged as needed
within the Mobility Project and between Project stiff and personnel
of other agelicies. This is of particular importance with 'regard
to the relationship between Mobility staff and training institutionst
and sponsoring or referral agencies,
(L 3, 7) .

24. A concise, factual brochure presenting a summary of the major
findings of the 1966' - -1972i Labor Mobility Research Project,
together with, some analysis' of these findings and their implications
in laymaes language, should be prepared. This brochure should
be made available to staff and cooperating. agencies as bud-get
allow s.
(2, 3, 6)

25. In recognition of the fact that training 'instructors' advice and
opinions will be sought by students, their enlightened cooperation
must be sought. It is up to Mobility personnel to supply instructor's
with information related to employment trends in their fields, as.
they apply to relocation services, This is not to suggest that all
trainees should be constantly urged to relocate from every quarter.
Rather, it is intended that the trainee receive an objective picture
of all of the options available to him, regardless of what source of
'information he seeks.
(1, 3, -4, 5, 7, 9)
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26. All Mobility Project staff, whether .outposted in various\facilities
in the supply area or in the demand area, should periodically
make working visits to the main Mobility office. It id believed '
that .even the most lively exchange of information on a "keeping
posted" baiis is not a sufficient substitute for face to fact commu-
nicatiun, In-addition, it is believed that the affectiveness of

demand counselors, who carry major responsibilities without
daily contact with the main Project office, can be enhanced by
these Ei,Ippor' measures.
(1, 3, 7, 9)

27. Mobility staff. should include sufficient secretarial services so
that counselors lave time and freedom to deal with clients .oh the
personal basis required by the service plan.
(1, 8, 9)

28., In-service training of Project staff should include secretaries,
receptionists, or any other, support workers, in view of the fact
that all personnel will be dealing with clienti, and may be asked
to provide information concerning' the project at any time.
(3, 4, 7,8, 9)

29. Newly hired counselors, within the detnand area or the supply
area, should undergo not only'forrnal inylservice training sessions,
but should be "apprenticed", with an experienced counselor.. New
sat` s ou e 11a.rovt:de-d-vcrith-a, 1

past project reports and recommendations growing out of project
,research.
(1, 3, 7, 9)

30. Counselors should 'maintain a file of descriptions of contingencies
experienced by previous relocatees, along with the steps taken. to
deal With them. Individual or group meetings' of potential relo
catees should include an account of some of the problems which
have arisen, with specific reference to the kinds. of services which
Mobility staff can bring to bear on the problem. It has been
observed that some clients do' not request assistance when pioblems
arise,. either because they do not know what question to ask, or do
not understand that the answers may be available.
(3, 4, 9)

31. Counsekord should be prepared to intercede in the case of miss.
understandings OT difficulties' in transitions .to new employment.
(4, 9)

32. Relatives and friends of: incoming relocatees often provide
temporary abode while the newcomer is searching for housing,
friendship, and support in .a strange place. Wherever such
positive relationships exist, they should be tapped. In addition,
after relocatees have established themselves and become familiar
with anp local area, the counselor should rnaintaln Up-to--date files
of their .whereabouts, not only for reporting purposes, but also in
order-to enlis-t-th-e-i-r-l-elp-in new-inc-aming---rei-ocatees.



Established relocatees often provide the best available evidence
that relocation can be rewarding and Successful.
(3. 41 9)
Immediately prior to relocation, the client should be given the
name, address, .arid phone number of the demand area Mobility
counselor, as well as an.outline of services he May expect.
(1, 9)

34. 'Staff should recognize that a first job in the demand area maybe
taken on a temporary basis until more desirable employment is
available. However, future plat'ement effortS are hampered
whenever 'a client leaves aljob without giving notice. 'The client's
cooperation concerning the manner of job termination should be
requested; this is more likely if he is made aware of the-proper
procedures and their probable results.
(4. 9)

35.. In keeping with the preceding recommendation, staff shOuld alsd
recognize that termination of ajob does not necessarily represent
failure to adjust to new environment., In addition to providirig the
client with the resources to review approPriate employment
alternatives, counselors confronted with a client contemplating
job termination should seek both employee and employer assess-
ment of the reason for the termination. This information should
be relayed to supply area counselors, for further relaytO referral
and training agencies as appropriate.
(3, 4, 6, 7, 9)

36. Although rapid processing of pre-employment and relocation grants
may often alleviate the need for emergency loan funds, further
exploration is necessary to discover a source of such loans in the
demand area.
(9)

Thirty-three of the 36 recommendations are concerned with the organization
and delivery of specific services to enhance relocation adjustment and employ-
ability, As Chart 1 indicates however, effective implementation of service
procedures involves expansion of communication, coordination and feedback
beyond the boundaries of the Project. It is in this manner that the Northern
Michigan Mobility Project subsidized the flow'of information to and innovations_
in other agencies and institutions, in the course of delivering its prescribed
services to clientele.

It is believed that the retur,n, .in terms of cost.fgfectiveness in delivery of
relocation services, far exceeds the marginal investment in staff time. Rela-
tively little new information is generated 'internally to the Project in the process;.
the boundaries for Project-generated information dissemination are simply.
expanded. However, the feedback effect, from cooperating agencies and firms,
is a major return. The overall effect appears to be that Mobility counselors and
their clientele a-re-in a position to review alternatives and-make decisions-,-,based
upon amounts and quality of relevant information superior to that avail able in the

-----absene-e-of-thi-s-p-roces s.
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To the extent that reduction of Lincertainty in the process of employment and
location decision making contributes to economically rational decisions, the
aggregate effect of this process can have only positive effects upon the functipp.ng

of the labor market.
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CHAPTER. III

SUPPLY AREAS, DEMAND AREAS, AND

THE'. FLOW OF RELOCATEES

C1 1

A. Introduction

The narrowness of the economic base in the U. P. , combined with population
growth, changing technology, and.industrial/occupational mix have confronted the
labor force in the U. P. with two imperatives. Structural configurations require
occupational mobility. Population pressure on the economic base, institutional
arrangements, and the'regional economy require geographic mobility. While
many persons need only training and access ±o periodic upgrading of skills to
begin to answer the mobility imperatives, .others lack the educational or economic
prerequisites which permit or encourage investment in their potential, whether
they are employed or' unemployed. ,

The purpose of this chapter. is to lo'cate the Mobility Project in the complex
matrix of regional economic conditions, manpower services and migration. The
distribution and characperistisrs of areas of origin and destination of relocatees
are examined, wlth special emphasis on comparisons wii.'n previous, patterns of

unassisted Migration.. .A partial framework is introduced for tlye assessment' of
the impact of assisted relocation upon supply and demand counties. t

B. The View From 1965

Five months following the initiation of, the first demonstration mobility project
in northern Michigan, a group of NMU economists issued a lengthy report on the
state of the Upper Peninsula's regional economy and labor markets. 1 Although
the 1970 Census provides more recent data of a similar nature,- the 1965 study
describes the initial setting in which the Mobility Project o era
national attention was turned_tow.ard-Appata-ctia' as t e pre-eminent economically

"Manpower Problems and Economic 0 'ortunities in an Ad'ustin tonal
EconorPeni222k211ylichigaL" (Marquette, Michigan:
Michigan University; September, 1965.) The material in this subsect
tak,en largely from this source.
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depressed area, the study concluded that by the criteria, whi9h so define
Appalachia, the U. F, must not only be considered' depressed, but in certain
respects, more so.1 #11

Among. the most critical of such measures are unemployment,. underemploy.
ment, and changes in the ,composition of empoyment. (See Table 1.) The 1960
average unemployment rate for the Appalachian Region was 7.2 percent, which
fell just' short of the midpoint between that for the Balance of U.S. (5.1%) and,the
U. P. (10.5%). In addition, when national labor force participation rates were
applied to subgroups of the working age (16.64 years of age) populations in' each
area to estimate additional hidden unemployment (which presumably took the
form of labor force exit),.,.the gap widens appreciably.2 :*

Appalachia

TABLE III-13

1960 1960,, Estimated
Unemployment Additional Hidden

Rate Unemployment

thi,gan U. P. ,

Bal nCe of U.S.
(Outs'de of Appala.chia),

Changes In
Employment,
1950-1960*

10.5

5.1

Males
%
Females

%
Manufacturing

+14.2' .

- 22.0 =

+20.6

Servize
8.4

14. 8

16.6

30.7
+16.

9.8

+28.1'

Part ,o£ the explanation lies in the pattern' of employment growth in the
precedinglecade. While the service sector boom was well underway in the
national ecocnomy, in Appalachia service employment opportunities, initially
meager", grew only slightly faster than, those in manufacturing. At the same
time, the sere ice sector grew haltingly in the U. P. , and manufacturing emplOy.
ment actually ropped by over onedfifth.

Regardless of levels of aggregate demand, the study .concluded, two factors
would continue to aintain high unemployment rates "in the U.P. : structural
imbalance,and seas nality. 4 An analysia.bf the data on "experienced unemployed"
in 1960 revealed that experience in low growth rate occupations characterized
the greatest absolute umber of such persons in the U.P., while high growth

'Ibid.: "Introduction' 1\p. 2__
4.As the authora-peri o t, the credibility of the assumption that a preference--- overver work accou is for a major portion of labor, force exits is severely

underrnined in depressed areas characterized by low family income. In a certain .

sense, however, this is the case. Rather than choosing between more leisure
and more income from work, th relevant choice in these circumstances. would
appear to be between extended fr ktless job sea.tch and leisure or home production.

3lbid. Summary; of materials, Pp; 1,2, 14, 15.
4l bid, pp. 33-34. \
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rate occupations (e.g., clerical, serviee), had' high relative unemployment rates.
Outmigrants were characterized by employment experience in declining industries
or occupations with limited skill transferability.. ,Not only were the factors facili,w
tating outrnigration insufficient to bring balance, to. the U. P. labor market,. but
structural imbalances required retraining. 1

Regional seasonality factors within industries illustrate the problems of
location (dietance from markets, etc.) and climate, which would rFta.in unless
industry znix could be altered to limit such fluctuations. The percentage by .

which employment in the peak employment month exceeds that in the low month
within, industries in the U.P. "conspicuously exceeds" that for the U..S. in both
manufacturing and nonmanufacturing.2

Not unexPectedly, wages in the
major labor market area, Detroit.
September, 1965, (see. Table III-2)
previous decade.

U.P. lagged behind those for the state's
Typical average manufacturing wages in
show 'a pattern basically unchanged in the

TABLE III-2
Average Hourly Earnings, September,' 19653

U. P; Detroit
Absblute Detroit'Wage'as a
Difference Multiple of U. P. Wage

0'.

All Manufacturing $2. a $3.40 $1.14 1.5.

Food\ 2.10' 2.9.2 .82 1.4

Basic°Lumber
Products 1.88 2.59 .71 1.4

Paper 2.85 3.08 .23 1.1

Printing &
Publishing 2.23 3.67 1.43 1.6

Machinery,
Nonelectrical , 2.71 3.47.1 ;76 '1.3

a

Among the causative factors in wage and einploym.ent differences between the
U P. and other nearby large labor markets (lower Michigan, Ye:riots Wisconsin
'are s) are geographic isolation and climate which, place U.?. Manufacturers at

petitive disadvantage in national and 'regional markets. Even in the case
aper and basic lumber products, Where the raw materials art produced in

a co

AMP

lIbid. p. 37
2Ibid. p. 44
3/bid. "Introduction", p,

LP
59

614 o



the U. P,',, manufacturing wages rufrmr by comparison. Lagging investment in the
manufacturing 'Sector in the U.P. , small scale operations, and the limited skills
of much of the labor force act together to constrain productivity. .

The combination .of declining opportunity. to work (a trend for over a half
ry in the U.P.) and low relative wages he.s placed U.P. work rs in. the classic

situation described by Larry Sjaastad:
"If market forces "reduce the relative wages' of a parti ular Occu-

pation, .practitioners of that occupation, suffer a capital loss and are
faced with the alternatives of accepting the lower, earnings or making
'additional investments in themselves to increase their earnings in a
more favorable market. If the relative wages in an occupation are
adversely affected 'Weakly, migration alone is sufficient; if the .

adverse-effect is national, such as the earnings in agriculture, the
entireoccupational earnings structure is under stress and-migration.

-is feasibleOnly if new skills are acquired by the migrant. O.
t* To Sjaastad's initial analysie, we need only add that the opportunity to -practice

one's accustomed occupation may decline nationally, while relative wages are
maintained or even increasing (through institutional accommodations.), in order
for ,the capital loss to be sustainedwith. similar consequences. The extractive
industries, not agriculture alone, have periodfcally, and most inelegantly,
simply "turned belly-up"-irrthe U.P.. Transferof displaced:Great Lakes fisher-
men, 'iron and copper miners and lumbermen to similar industries elsewhere is
largely 'infeasible due to two factors related to the heterogeneity of labor inputs.

.

1. Lacking further investment, occupational skill's are n readily
transferable within theindustries hardest hit by. e.cono decline'
in the. U.P. .For instance, workers in mines which have been in
decline for a decade or more are unlikely to have been exposed to
the new skills and technological advances upon which the superior

c*

productivity,, of expanding mining facilities eliewhere .is based.
2.. The economic costs of relocation over the long diStances required

to secure employment wherein thp workers' skill6 would be truly
comparable to those of indigenous workers (not to mention the
costs of job search tb lectste comparable work, e.g. mining in
Moneana,.pulp operations in Mississippi) may well exceed the
costs Of,retraining and short-distance migration. They almost
certainly exceed the potential cost of expanding the ingenous labor
force in such'new locations..

In addition to workers caught with nontransferable skills in extractive
industries, lagging economic growth and outright decline have extended to

'Larry A. Sjaastax14 "The Costs and Returns of Human Migration" reprinted
from the Journal of Political . r (Supplement, October, 1962) in Readings
in Labor Market Analysis, John F. Burton, Jr. et al, editors (New York:
Holt,. Rinehart and-Wit-h.:ton, 1971) p. 260.
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.

industries which rely upon the maintenance of local
of the U. '1

ironically,' rohiCally, changes:iri technology i sxist industries and changes in the
industrial mix in the region have also Ic. cad bottleneck labor shortages in the

U.P. The precarious state of the regia al economy makes such shortages dispro-:,
portionately important in local labor ma kets.

*.

,,. As.- of this date (November, 1973), a unemployment rate in the ,. P. hovers
between eight and nine percent. This i a out one -third of.what the 1965 Study

4,, predicted, although itslabor force esti at Was offby less than two percent. .:
Since that4time, a 400, million dollar mine construction and eipansion,project, a
power plant expansion, a new harbor facilit a convention center, and several
large hotels have spUrred the economy of the Ma.rquette area The convention
cente:+:.lockey arena project is behind 1$chedu e due to a severe shortage of .cement

, finishers and ironworkers, and the harbor construction crews are running 33 hours
per week of regularly scheduled overtime; Yet this flurry o activity has left the
unskilled of the area in an economic backwater and periodically threatens semi-
skilled and skilled,workeros with. unemployment when fast-paCed work, requirements
,advance beyond their current skill thresholds.2 ,

_.,..iv,
1, r e years ago, workers with skills currently in short supply in Marquette
.were leaving fOr the 0,ipyards of Manitowoc, Wisconsin, and fabricaiing 'plants
Of Milwaukee and Det\roit. And, this year many. workers with basic training but ---
no experhence are still leaving the Marquette dreaaiid the U.P. The number of
jobs whi,tch are available to the inexperienced in the t:T.P.., regardless of basic

,

skills, Its still severely limited. 'However, it is alsO known that trained bUt
.

inexperienced ,Weldorg, 'Who migrated in the mid 1960's .are now returning to take
long -t4rn erriPloyme:nt in 'Marquette area projects;

,

,... ....--.

1. !Which didn't exist in y65;
1

c 4

^may'

1F.i)r instance, a major Wisconsin- based retail department store chain
I,

withdrh as the Panchor stove" in a new shopping development in Iron County in
1972, naming high levels of uneMployment.following.mirie closures there as the
primary influence upon the-decision. With medical services in chronically short
supply, at least tAk'w,h'ospitals may close in 1973. in the *.(ii.P.,. according 'to local.
news sources. ,

21n the past three months, 450 journeyman status ironworkers and other
craftsmen utilized the Skill Center facilities for evening w41.ding certificatiOn
classes. The message from mine-and harbor 'contractors had been clear.
:"If yOu don't weld, 'you don't work the next phase oLthese projects." Local
'shortages, of certified weldbrsWei.e.such.that contractors were prepared to,
and clearly could have received permission to, .import workers from the only

urchasing power in much

ti

C.. Implication for Manpowe Servie4
fi

reasonably accessible surplus pool, Canada.

0

I-5
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0'

a

l

I.

,
24 For which they were pot qualified, until both training andry i;:))1. 0,1 ,' )I, I i

1 Jexperience. and

3. For whilch the ,necessary experie
ro.ost of them in thevU. P. due to
such comparable industries as di

ce could not have been gained by
e scarcity of entry-level jobs in
exist.

t,

The'U.P; reglon is riot unique among ural nonfarm areas in the economic
.\problems which it faces. However, the pprOaches to new solutions which have

been developed in'the context of o Coordin ted \and comprehensive manpower
AerviCe delivery system for ',he disadva.nt ged 4ntered at the Skill Center, do
.appear to' be quite unique. The potential.i paWkipon local manpower and man-
power exports is evidenced in a record of serVing\oveor 5,.009 individuals over the'
past 11 years, in an area whose current 1 bor. forCe' numbers about 103,000. .

number of.training programs and curriculum Sans haveIseen "spin-offs!to,
_neighboring institutions thrOughout4the U. P. In addit\on, 'the Mobility Project
contracted through the Skill Center has served clients from other' MDT.A WIN ,. ;.

and*Titke-V programs, as well as providing services t
number ofinsta.nces. these directreferralclients had 's

, staftlad.seldom,encountered; in such.caSes Mobility pl

'

,

4e .
. I

\

direct referra:l.S. In a :

ecial needs. whiclfMobility
ns and counseling reqtkire'd .

.approach. These includect (over the si* years covered by this . '...
,study)*1ess than ten persons each , roil' the Women's Job Corps Center and t '
Marquette State Prison. , ft,

o
,Fj.nally, the Mobility Project, at the.'request of the Michigan EMPloyment

Security CommisSion (MESC), responded Swiftly to a local economic disaster,
"wherithe, Calumet and Hecla Mirie,c.lcleed in Keweenaw County. Displaced miners
were interviewed by MESC for pils4ions in new and different mining operations in

o the Ma4quette and White Pine areas (often entailing wage decreased), 'an4 those
who accepted employment were referred to the Mobility Project for .relocation
assistance.

,

Among the unique precedural features of the Northern Michigan Mobility
Project was its approach to the designation of supply and demancl'areas. Other
rural mobility projects operated in heavily agricultural areas where alternative
e ployment was available within, the depressed area-lo only a handful of
di placed.workers. The Major t rust of relocation in such instances was to '

direct it to nearby locales, where Uiskil1ed labor was in demand.
The U. P. on the other hand, i largely non-farm in its rural areas, with its

towns dependent upon extractive and (lately)i service industries rather than agri-
cultural commerce. Within the U.P. structural configurationsindustry/
occupation mix, varying growth rates, aggregate demand and productivity--
defined a regional labor market which 'ffered markedly fro-rii those served (as
Supply areas) by., the Mississippi and Nor h Carolina projects, for instance.

IIn this context, the 'Northern Michigan' Mobility Project abandoned .the concept
of mutually exclusive supply and demand r gions,.in order to answe the 'mobility
imperative in a manner which utilized intr -regional as well as r..regional
labor markets. (See composite case hist ry concludes this chapter.)

9l i



REST GQPI AVAIUIBLE

D. Origins and Destinations of Relocatees

Theitnajor supply areas fo,r Mobility clients were the lifteenCounties of the
Upper Peninsula and four of those in the northern portion of LoWer Michigan.
Two of the latter, Cheboygan and Emmet Counties, are immediately south of the
:Mackinac Straits (or, "belowe bridge" as the local term. goes) in an area which
has.much in coma xt with/the U. P. (See Maps 1, 2, and 3.)

AlthoUgh the U.P. is art of the State of Michigan, as a practical matter the
.people and industries of he region have stronger economic ties to Wisconsin than
to 'Michigan.. Distance, .ompounded by a natural water barrier at the straits of
Mac inac, was probably the initial reason for this orientation. Until the Mackinac
Br ge was opened in: 1957, a trip "down below" required a ferry Crossing at the-

straits. Even with the ridge; the industrial and population centers of Lowier
Michiganare.far lese ccessible by road than those of Wisconsin's Fox River
Valley, a major induct dial area lying between Green. Bay and Appleton. (See

Maps 1, 2, and 3.)
Road mileage froli Marquette,. which is the U. P. poptilation's center of

gravity, to seleCted major industrial labor markets in MiChigan and Wisconsin is
as follows:

--'------Marqvfett-- to:
MiChi 'an cities -

Detroit 452
Flint 392
Grand Rapids .389
.:Lansing 393.

Wisconsin cities
Green By 175
Manitowoc 213
Milwaukee 289.
Appleton 203
Madison 305 .\

Northeastexin Wisconsin-is closer and more familiar to most. U. P. residentS
than are the ife.s in Lower\Michigan which are often envisioned not only as
distant, but as ostile and filled with unknown potentials for danger.

./
,Among th conotnic manifestations of distance is the fact that wholesale anti

retail trade in he U. P. are oriented toward Wisconsin-based w;:r.ehousing and

shipping opera ions. , Several national retail grocery Chains in the,. P. lie in
regions admini te red frOrriWieconsin cities. Both Milwaukee daily ri.-papers
are delivered d said daily in Marquette. The Detroit News is available only on
Sunday and them troit Free Press, while available. daily is not delivered to

homes, Natio al wire services serve the area through their Milwaukee offi&,s.
1

The "outstate! ditions of the Milwaukee Journal and Sentinal appear to 'devote -Is
much or more pace to Upper Peninsula events as they do to the northern one;-
third of Wisco sin.

Cable tele ision in Marquette brings in one independent Detroit Area station,
while the thre/ major networks are, available only via relay from Clreei) Ba:y,
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Wisconsin. Daily "local" news available from these Green Bay stations includes
coverage of the activities of both state legislatures. Weather reports .and news
feature items consistantly include the U. P. area,

In addition to receiving news of the U. P. from. Wisconsin sources, Peninsulans
are constantly exposed to news and interpretation of events and opportunities in

the Fox River Valley. And, while U.P. new,s'sources often emphasize the most
sensational events in major Michigan cities, the "human interest features"
presented by Green Bay television stations tend to portray the most positive
'aspects of that area: ='."-:

Table 111-3 displays selected characteristics of major supply and demand
areas during the Project. On the basis of median family income, population
density and'annual unemployment rates, major differences between counties
which served primarily as supply areas., and those which were primarily demand
areas are evident. 1 /

The disparities in annual unemployment rates for the three mid-years of the/
Mobility Project are such that comment is nearly superfluoUs, "While.U.P.
counties were qualifying with dismal regularity as areas of substantial and
persistent unemployment, major Wiconsin arid Lower Michigan labor markets
had unemployment rates at or below 4.0 percent in 22 of the 36 instances repoirted
(12 areas4 3.years). Among supply areas, only Menominee. County experiencied
unemployment below 4 percent at any time, while 15 of the 19 areas never had
unemployinent rates below 6 percent in the years 1968 through 1970.

." It would appear that demand area labor markets may haw.) been characterized
'as labor shortage markets in critical occupations, if not net shortage markets,
during-much of the period.

The pattern among supply areas is far from uniform. Marquette, Cnt nagon,
Delta, Dickinson, and MenOminee Counties appear to be in: relative.'et goo
condition, as opposed to Houghton, KeWeenaw, Mackinac(where median come

is perhaps most'heavily influenced by non-wage factors),. and Iron Counties which,
even by U.P. standards, were in critical condition. This is also reflected in the
patterns of .relocationiby Mobility clients. While Marquette County supplied the
greatest absolute number of-relocatees (see Table' III-5A),. its share of the 1970
U.P. population was in excess of 20 percent. In contrast, tiny Keweenaw County,
which contained less than '1 percent of the U. P. areats population, supplied over,

10 percent of the relocatees accounted fOr Houghton and Iron
COunties were also among the top four supply areas, both in absolute number of_;,
elOcateei:s and in terms of relocation disproportionate to their share of the
population of the U. P.

The exception to the pattern is Marinette County, Wisconsin, which
directly adjoins Menominee County, Michigan. Their single major labor market

is the "twin city" of tvlarinette.Menorniriee. However, the center of economic

activity is on the nsin side of the river which divides the two. This is
reflected in a slight advantage in unemployment and income.'



Major
Supply

Counties
.""7:157

Alger
Baraga
Chippewa
Delta.
Dickinson
Gogebic
Houghton
,Iron
Keweenaw
Luce
Mackinac
Marquette
Menominee
pntonag on
.Schoolc raft

Upper Lower
Michigan

Alpena
Cheboygan
Emmet
Manistee

Demand Areas

Wisconsin

Table I11.3

Comparisons of Major Supply and Demand Areas

Median 1969
Family
Income a .

$8014
8045
7131
8779
8316
7236
6300
/443
4809
.8974
7273
8562
7.703
8421
7692

$8765
7660
86'10
8365

Marinette CoUnty $7916
Fox Riyer Area 10,207
Manitowoc. Co. 9879
Sheboygan CO.' 10, 197
Milwaukee CO. , 10,980

.

Racine 10,968
Kenosha 10,380*
Madison 11,263

Selected Southern Lower Michi

1970
Population
.1:2922212.2.

10
9

20
31
31
19
34

-12
4

10
35
24

8
7

5.4 .

23
40
36

.26
197
140

.191
4448

507
434
242

ah Areas

Detroit Area $11,351
Ingram(Lansing) 11,193
Flirt Area 11,255
Kent (G r. Rapids )10,692

(cOntinUed)

4408'I'
467
692 .

480
68

CissZo

Annual Unemployment Rates.1968-70
and High During Project c..
1968 1969 1970 1966

6.3%
8.8

6.1%
6.7

8.7%
10.0

14.5-
10.7

13.7 12.8 14.5 18.5
7.3 .6.4 10.2' 12.4
6.8 6.1 7.6 7.6
7.9 7.8 8,_0 10.6.
7.9 10.4 9.9 10., 5

10.3 15.1 18.7 18'. 7
7.9 10.4 9.9 10.5
5:2 6.0 10.0 16.0

14.6 17.3 20.9 20.9'
5.6.., 5.6 6.7 8,4
3.8 3.4 6,1
4,9 5.1 4.8

,7.5
7.4

11.9 12.1 13.8 14.9

10.6 10.1 12.3 14.2
14.0 13.1 19.2 19.2
6.8 6.5 12.1 12.1
9.4 9,8 12... 4 ; 15.9

2.2 3.5 5.0 7,1
3.5 3.4 4.6 5.5
2.9 3.2 4,1 5.2
2.3 2.0 3.4 3,9
2.7 2.7 4.2 5.0
4.1 3.8 6,1 6.6
4.'5 4.4 5.4. 7.2
2,1 2: 1 3.9,

I I

3.9 3.6 6.6 8,2
3.1 . 2.8 5,7 6.1
3.. 4 3.6 8.1 8,1

8' 4.4 6.5 8,3



Table 111-3. Cont.

*Population density of Wayne County only

a. Michigan Statistical Abstract, op. cit.

b. Ibid.

Ibid.'.



Table 111-4

U, P. GROSS AND NET POPULATION CHANGES, 1960.070*

U, P,
,COUNTIES

1. 'Alger
_2. Baraga

.1960
Population

(1)

9, 250
7, 151

1970
Population

(2)

8, 568
7,789

3.---Chippev, a 32, 655 32, 412
4.. .Delta 34, 298 >35, 924
5, Dickinson 23, 917 23, 753
6. G.ogebic 24, 370 20, 676
7. .Houghton 35, 654 34, 652 .'
8. Iron . 17,1P1 13, 813
9. Keweena'w 2, 417 2, 264

10. LuCe 7; 827 6, 789
11. Mackinac 10, 853 '. 9, 660
12. Marquette 5,6, 154 64; 686
13. Menominee .24, 685 24, 587
14.' Ontonagon 10, 584 10, 548
15. Schoolcraft
.

8, 953 8, 226

TOTALS 305, 952 304, 347

to

Gross % Net Net (9c Mira
of Change Migration tion on 1960
1960,-70 1960..70 base

(3) ' (4)

-7.4 4, 11.8 -12_,
8. 9 134 +2

.,70. 7 -6,537
1

-2.0 .
4.7 -1, 279 -3.'7,

-0. 7 -1, 294 -6
-15.2 -3, 682 -15. 1
-?. 8 -1., 837 -5. 1

-19.6 ,3, 192 -18. 5
.-6. 3 -100 -4;1

-13. 3 4, F.:12 -19. 3
-11. 0 -2, 395. -220

15.2 337 +. 6
-O. 4 . -1, 488 -6. 0
-0.3 -768 -7. 3
-8. 1 -1,327 -14. 8

-0. 52% -26, 0.58 -8. 5'%

*Michigan Statistical Abstract, (Ann Arbor, Michigan State University, 1972. )
Table p. 42.
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OMMINIII

This picture'is generally reversed whenU.P.. counties are considered In their
function as demand, areas for relocatees (see Tables. through'III-6E). Over'.

half of all relocatees ,whose destination was within the U, P. went to Marquette
C'ountys Delta,' Dickinson, and Ontonagon Counties are also within the top four
receiving areas. Houghton, Kew eenaw, Mackinaw, and Iron Coianties'w'ere
demand.areas for only a handful of relocatees.

..Within the U.P.,, the assessmept cof destinatio0 and origins of gross' nurnbers
of relocatees indicates that gross relocations werW in theleeneral direction of
counties with relatively good economic conditions 'In terms of these common`
indicators. This is of special importance, since nearly 29 percent of respondent.

.,

relocatees. reported U.P. demand areas. The remainder were most concentrated
in the heavily industrialized areas of southern Lower Michigan and Wistorisin
'(as detailed in Tables III-;,6C, D, E).."

6 In an'effort to assess the impact of the MObility. Project on overall' destinations
of mobility,' the distribution of respondents and.nonrespon-dents according to -

initial demand area was cornpared-Nith estimates of aggregate outmigration from
.. the Upper Peninsula from the: 1960 Census in Table I1l-4.

There are, several problems involved in the use Of census-based estimates fore-".
this purpose. The most recent data (1970 Census).includes the primary periods of
./Iobility Project activity, which for some areas1of4the U.P.*constituted a major ..'
pOrtion of the estimated net migration recorded' in Column 4. of Table III-4. For
instance, Keweenaw County accounted for 81 espondent relocatees, plus their
relocated dependents, between 1966 and 1972 Yet net outmigration` during the

,)/
....

- 1960. . 1970 decade amounted to only 100 persons.. Similar problems arise with
.respect to Marquette County. In order to avoid comparing reloCatee destinations :1,
%;ith census data contaminated by the influencess,bf Mobility PrOject activities,
1960 ce sus data was ,used. The assumption required for comparabilityis that

c no major shifts iri patterns of natural migraton.destinations occurred between: the
two dec des in question. It is submitted, however, that even in the face of some
such shifts, the t960 data provide.a i3uperior baseline, for the reasons outlined
'above.

\

, . .

.
. 1 .

The coilpos ition of thetenstis data appears to present a 'more severe prOblern

of comparability. Th,e original cilIestion was of the'following form:" Are ydu now
I

1, (1960 living in a different ,county than 5 years ago'?" Hence, .the estimates,
, displayed in Column; *6 and 7' are of net migration at, the end of a'five year period,

and do not take interim circular migration into account, while those inkolumnt.4
are of gross subsidized relocations. HoWelier, retention rates by demand-area'
(see Table 111-6) indicate a pattern of net migratiOn'of Mobility clients which
v:ould' tend to reinforce the patterns displayed here, since the highest retention

? rates (i.e., for stayers only) were .associated/*ith Michiga°ft demand-areas.

, I
iThe wide range of unemployment rates`displayed in Table III-3 should .be kept

in mind as the reader considers Table vu-ra (Mean a/c Time Spent UneMployed by.
v

Outcome Category and Year of Training Exit) as well as,the approach to defining
dependent variables for the Multivariate analyses reported in Chapter VIII.
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. Area
, (1)

Upper Peninsula
Counties
(See Table 111-6)

Table. 111-6
Sumniary of Demand. Zones

Respondents Only

No. of
Inmigrants and %
of Total. Movers

(2)

No. of % of In igrants
inmigrants Who . Who 13...ame.
Became Stayers Staye s

(3)

. 29. 0 168

Northern Lower
Michigan Counties
(See Table 4I-6) 47

(5.
31

Southern Lower
Michigan Counties
(See Table 111-6)

Wisconsin Large
Urban Areas
(See Table 111-6)

Balance. of
Wisconiqn
(See Tabl'a 111-6)

258
(28:.5)

:

90
(9.9)

184

50.

All Other States
(5e e 'Table M-6)

95

9.05
(100, 0

63. 4%
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Alger

County
.(1)

paraga
Chippewa

Delta

Dickinson

Gogebic

Houghton

Iron,
Keweenaw

Luce

Mackinac

Marquette

Menominee

Ontonagon

Schoolcraft

TOTAL

TABLE .111-6A /
15 :Upper Peninsula Counties as,..Demand.Areas

4espondents Only

/

, No. of
No. of I; Inmigrants Who

Inmigrants, I Became Stayers
(2). ' (3)

3

3

14

40

16

7

3

12

21

.9
2

2

2

3

2 1

41 96

7 5

16

f Inmigrants
ho Became
Stayers

(4)

33.3

100.0

56.3
50.0

40.0
66.7

0.0

42: 9

50.0

68.1

71.4

68. 8

. *



I
TABLE III-6B

Northern Lowr Peninsula Counties as Demand Areas

County
(1)

;.
' No. of

Inmigrants
(2) i

No. of
Inmigrants 'Who
Became Stayers

(3)

% of Inmigrants
Who Be,came

Stayers
,(4) .

Alcona 1 1 100.0

Alpeim
,

1 1 100.0

Antrim ') 2 . .

0 0.0

Cadillac 1 J.t. 1 100.'0

Charlevoix 3. .. 2 66.7

C1_312,1y,Do gan 5 2 40.0
,1 .

Clare . 1 1. 100.0

Crawford -1- 0 0.0

Emmet 6 , 5 83..3

Iosco. - 1 100.0

Ludington 3 2 66.7.

Manistee 2 2 100.0 .

Otsego' 8 4 50.0

Presque Isle 1 1 .. 100.0

Traverse .8 6 0 75.0

West Branch 3 2 66..7

TOTAL 47 31 66. 0%

;I 4 78
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TABLE III-6C

Southern Lower Peninsula Counties as Demand rseas

\

Courlf.,r.
. (1)

No. of,,,,,

Inmigrants
(2)

No. of
Inmigrants Who
Became Stayers

(3)

% of himigrants
Who Became

Stayers.
.

(4)

Allegan '5 5 100.0

Bay _. . 10 , 6
. 60.0

Calhoun 1 1 100.0 ,

Cass. 1. 1 100.0

Clinton 2 .2 100.0

Eaton 1 1 100.0
Flint 16 . 11 68.8

Grand Hay.en . 2 2 , 100. 0

Gratiot 3 3 100.. 0

Huron .

Ingham
1

25 .

1

12
100.0
48.0

Isabella
.

3 2 66.7

Jackson 4 3 75.0

Kalamazoo 11 9 81.8

Kent 23 18 78.3
Lapeer ;' 2 2 100.0

.

Lenawee .
1 0 0.0

Livingston . 5 2 40.0

Macomb 8 6 75.0

Midland 4 -- 4. 100.0

Muske:on . 2 1 50.0

Newago
Oakland

1

32
1 ,

23
100.0
-71.9

Saginaw 4 1, 25.0

St. Clair 4 3 75.0

St. Joseph 2 2 100.0

Shawassee 3 2 66.7

Van Buren 1 1 100.0

Washtenaw %

13 .10- I 76.9

Wayne. 68 49. 72.1 .

TOTAL 258 184 71.3%

O.

73 79



TABLE III-6D

Wisconsin Areas as Demand Areas

. .,

Area
(1)

No. of
Inmigrants

(2)

No. of
Inmigrants Who
Became Stalteis

(3).'

% of Inmigrants
Who Became

Stayers
J4)

Large Urban Areas.
72

7
6

5

10
62
27
10

47

37
4
6
3

,

5

41
,-.,1:13

5

26

.

51. 4
57. 1

100. 0
60.0

50. 0
66.1
66.7
50. 0

55. 3

.

Milwaukee
Racine
Kenosha
Madison

Small Urban Areas
(E. Central

Marinette
Fox .River Valley
Manitowoc
Sheboygan

Other Areas

TOTAL 246 145, 58. 9%

TABLE III-6E
Other States as Demand Areas

State
(1)

No.. of
Inmigrants

(2)

No. of
Inmigrants 'Who
Became Stayers

(3)

% of Inmigrants
Who Be, ,ame

Stayers
(4)

Illinois 31 16 51. 6
Minnesota 17 5 29.4
Ohio 7 5 71. 4
Iowa 3 1 33.3
Indiana 3 2 66. 7
Balance of U. S. 31 17 54. 8

TOTAL 92

80

46 50, 0%



. -
With the above caveats in mind, the proportional change in distribUtion of

destinations was calculated (Column 8, ;Table III-7), The most dramatic .change
in migration destinatiOn was the redirection to Michigan sites, and especially
to those within the Upper Peninsula', Nearly 60 percent of Mobility Project
relocatees remained within the State. In addition, although moves werealso
redirected to the industrialized areas of Milwaukee and astCentral Wisconsin
(which includes the Fox River Valley Area); this was largely,atthe expense of
other potential destinations outside of Michigan. The ratio of Michigan destinations
toWisconsin destinations for Mobility clients was 2.1 : 1; the comparable ratio for
1955-60 migrants was 1.8 : 1.

In general, it appears that the Mobility Project has fostered shorter moves
than had been the pattern for U.P. residents previously. In addition, careful
employability and mobility planning may have contributed to the ability of the
Project to promote intra-area mobility, hence, increasing the degree to which the
area's human resources were utilized within the U.P. Wage and employmmt gains
experienced by mobile workers in the study (as compared with nonmovers (see
Chapters VII and'' VIII). were found to be substantial, in spite of the fact'that over
one-third. (34%) of the recorded moves were within the depressed areas of the
Upper Peninsula and northern Lower Michigan.

There is a paradox involved in comparing migration destinations for assisted
relocatees and natural migrants. On the one hand, it is asserted that assisted
relocatees were persons who were not likely to have relocated on their own. On
the other hand, we speak of "redirecting" their migration routes as compared
with those of persons whom we have asserted are "different" by virtue of.their
history of unassisted relocation. The comparison appears to be useful-, however.
Assisted relocatees are now migrants and, regardless of the process by which
they became migrants; the patterns,of their migrationhave substantial political
and economic impact upon their areas of origin and destination. Areas, of high
net outmigration, with few exceptions, are losing not only political strength, but
may be net exporters of human capital investments. Fears that possibilities. for
attracting new industry to the ,U.P. may be foreclosed due toQcontinuous export
of skilled and semi-skilled labor are typical of those voiced in many depressed
regions. Hence, it 'seems pertinent to ask, on behalf of the areas of origin,
whether or not assisted relocation is siMply, "more of the same,"

The answer is "no". In terms of gross migration, the assisted relocatee is
more likely, it appears, to move within the region, within the state, and :,othe
area with the greatest ease of geographic. access to the U.P. (i.e., Wisconsin
and the Balance of Michigan). The greater ease of information and transportation
access 'to the home area implied in these patterns (as opposed to those of unassisted
migration) contributes to the possibility that outmigrants may eventually return.
To the extent that they bring with them new-skills and'higher potential produc-
tivity, Acquired elsewhere, their inter-regional mobility may' enhance the home
region, in the long run. In the case of intra.regional migrants, the use of
assisted relocations to redistribute skilled workers within a depressed region0*.
presents clear possibilities for enhancement of economic development in the U.P.

From the standpoint of U. P. and northern Lower Michigan counties which
were not only both supply and demand areas, but which also received those

t""' 81ea+
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.relocatees who returned home, the net effect may be stimulating to the local
economy. Both in- and out-migratiowmay be necessary, as Eloy Mestre has
pointed out:

"This is very important to bear in mind, because there has been
considerable resistanceoften ill-foundedin this country to aid
migration to areas where unemployment exists, ,which implicitly
assumes that labor is homogeneous. Such migration would be
inadvisable (cet. par. ) only if the migrants ha/vethe .same skill
level as the, unemployed workers in the receiiing area:. '11'

Subsidized relocation from an area exhibiting brief periods of high unem.ploy7
merit may be of dubious value if relocatees' skills are needed as soon as recovery
sets in. However, in areas of long term low income and high unemployment, the
time factor involved may be such that the in- and out-migratioamay) within the
boundaries of economic rationale involve:

the same individuals at different points in time and/or
the "excha.nge" of workers with similar skills between two
locations at different points in time and/or
the exchange of workers with different skills at any point, in
time.

Within the context of heterogeneous labor factors, as theories' of investment
in human, capital emphasize, the productive capacity of an individual may also be
thought of as not being homogeneous through time. And to the extent that cornple.-
mentary factor inputia--.-0 in thefi availability through time and across distance,
the labor market experience of circular migrants (cases 2 and 3 above) 'takes on
particular importance for the,functioning of regional labor markets,.

E. Ttie Circular Migrant Reconsidered

Three previous studies of the private economic benefits .from relocation of
depressed area workers have concluded that high rates of remigration to the
supply area could invalidate favorable benefit-cost ratios. These- studies have
all relied on short-term follow-up, with none longer than about eighteen months.2

Fairchild, in particular, utilizes. a. technique of, extrapolating rates of early
return to estimate the timing of long-term ,remigration to the home area.

1Eloy R. Mes_tre, Economic Minorities and Man ower Develont (Lexington,
Massachusetts: DD. C. Heath'and Co;:, 1971) p. 102.

2Gerald C. Somers, Labor Mobility: ±.2....LLvaltialitofpil Pro'ectsin
Michigan and Wisconsin, IRR1, University of Wisconsin, Madison, July, 1972.
(Original report to,Manpower Administration, 1969); Charles K. Fairchild,
"Subsidized Worker Relocation in the U.S. ;11 unpublished PhD dissertation,
Duke University, 1971; Paul john9on, "An Evaluation of the North Carolina
Mobility Project, (previously uncirculated chapter in forthcoming inal report
of the North Carolina Mobility Project,_.Durha.m, North Carolina, 1973),
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Somers states, "...the earnings experience of those who relocated and later
returned to their home area is very similar to that of the nonmovers in contrast
to the experience of those who relocated and were still in their new locality six
months following relocation, la

Of the three investigations, only Fairchild speculates at any length as to differ-
ences among circular (and hence betWeen nonmovers and categories of circular .
migrants) on the basis of time spent'in the demand, area, Lacking longterm .

follow-up, hOwever, he relies, on the conservative course of extrapolating early
return rates and economic' outcomes, associated with early return,

The empirical basis for postulating differences on the basis of length of relo-
cation is not firmly :established, in labor market analysis. EVen among rural
sociologists, those primarily engaged in ruraf-urban mobility studies, 'circular
Migration has not been of primary interest. In fact,. most such studies rely on a
methodology which classifies respondents as nonmigrants if they. report the. same.
'county of residence in two time periods. In a comprehensive review of the
literature on migration of rural youth, Rieger concludes:

. .

"Whether this procedure for distinguishing migrants from non, -
migrants is 'catastrophic or not depends on at least two donsideration.i:
1) what kinds of research objectives we have, and 2) the extent and
frequency of such circular migration in the groups of people. studies.

On' the first count, it would appear that if the objective of the
research has anything to do with the assessment of the differential
effects of exposure to a new environment (i. e. opportunity structure)
on the basic career trajectory of an individual, the simple...approacll
must be highly risky indeed.

The second contingency, then is:
How often is such a phenomenon actually observed?... The net impact
of (the studies reviewed) in terms of the issue. of circular migration
is to confirm its Occurr?nce as a significant feature of rural youth
migrations. ...On empb...i.cal as well as theoretical grounds this
phenoi-nenon would clearly appear to be of considerable importance. i2,+

With specific reference to the position of circular migrants in a hierarchy of
occupational achievement, Rieger .continues:

"If our understanding of the factors involved in the occupational
attainment process is accurate, we should be able to. go some way
toward predicting the level of occupational achievement, of circular
migrants 'relative to other identifiable groups (in the literature
reviewed). .We have described opportunity structure, for example,
as an important variable in determining achievement levels, and

1
1Somers, op. cit., p. 40, emphasis added,
2.1on Hill Rieger, "Geographical Mobility and Occupational Achievement of

Rural Youth: A TenYear;Longitudinal Study of an Upper Michigan Sample."'
(unpublished PhD dissertation, Michigan State ,UniyerSity, .19.71); pp. 43-49.
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ppinted to the sophisticating effects of migration, since it widens
exposure and increases the potential access to training and °cow»
patiOnal, opportunities. ...Specifically, we wpuld assume that the
circular migrant should have an advantage over the true nonmigrant
in th' t he has been exposed to, .and has likely benefited from exper-
ience in, an opportunity structure ofsoMe .place,away from home.
His training may have been increased; and.certainly his - horizons
will have been wl ened in the sense that his knowledge will be
greater \and his p rspective, perhaps., less parochial. He May.not
have liked living al ay frOm his 1OCal 'community, but, preiumably,
he will hive been affected by the experience nevertheless.. ,,, . If
this reasdning hol s, we should anticipate that the circularmigrant,
contrarytO his Po Li-Jar image as a loser, .should' exhibit '.occupa-
tional attainment superior to that of his nonmigrant counterpart: "1''

\In his follow`I.Up of l\966 -67 North Carolina Mobility Project clients Fairchild
.,.....

reports (on the basis of:a follow-up period ranging from two to fift'een months)
that returnees' annualized earnings for the postrnove periOd increased (over
premove earnings)'more.than those for a nonmover control.group, although not
as much as those of .Stayers. Not only is the increase among returnees diamissed..
as temporary, 2. but itsabsolute.value is attributed to all those, movers who,
according to the extrapolation of rem,igration rates, are. presumed to have become ..

returnees Within one year of migration. By extrapolation, the two -month demand
area retention rate of 66 percent is halved bY the end of one year.) The assump-,
don implicit in the procedure is that there is a constant minimum difference
.between stayers and returnees; without regard to time spent in the demand area.

Yet, based upon (unreported) trend's in earnings of returnees by length of
stay," Fairchild feels compelled to add this comment:

"It'is possible that workers gain skilli.,through on-the ...job training.:
or formal schooling., d.nd then return hOme to. realize the monetary*
gains; The economics of various migratiOn.and remigration sequences.
have been analyzed (by Bowman and Myers)-.,:To achieve .such gains,
liszyelawotkIcitrial L....11re duration of sta.L1211he demand area
on the order .of several months or a year The average length of
follow -up period in the relocation projects was on the, order of two or
three months. "3

'.:he Bowman and Myers analysis referred to is ari-i.tfeinPt to refocus our
views of,,migration on assessment. of the dynamic training role rather than
looking at niigran %s as passive participants in a benign allocative mechanismd.4

inieger, op. cit. , pp. 50-51. ,

I
2Fairchild, op. cit., p. 127.
3Ibid., p. 35rt, emphasis added.. 1 ,

4Mary Jean Bowman and Robert G. Myers,,. "Schooling, Experience and Gains
and Losses in Human, Capital Through Migration, " Journal of the American
Statistical Association (Sept., 1967: 875-898) p. 876.
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The; economic literature concerning priv4e a ci sociaLassessinents of ;migration
generally fails to provide answ(:rs to the ques

t
ion of which Comparisons of

earnings' streams would-be 71w/rant to an ara ysis of circular migration. 1

Beginning With a simple case of one-way migr tion, Bowman and .Myers Set forth ,
a taxonomy of migrants, based upon combinati ns of.the ordering and location of
age attainment and schooling as proxies for pr or experience. A set of hypotheses .

is then advanced COncerning .corripetencle-s acq ired at work and their effect on't

uture income -Streams for various age-ed cati n cohorts according to mobility 1.

tatus. - 0 ; .,
!

.
.

While we cannot, in the case\of ma.npoWer t ainees, make the simple assump-
ti n (as do Bowman and Myers) that most move a.re the sole new investment
ve tureT1 e-problem which they pose is-r-eleva- t, none-the-less: how does the
hu an capital value of circular migrants differ:, (1) from what it was when they
fir t migrated, and (2) from what it would 1e, ha.d they not migrated?

i

hile a completely satisfactory.resolUtion lies 'far beyond the scope of this
, . 1 :

repo t, we attempt a partial answer in terms of the experience of long-term
,

retur ees, as compared with stayers and nonmigrants, .

.1
I

.

If ong-fterm returnees (1. c., circular migrants) display wage and earnings
recor s which are not significantly different from those of nonrriovers or short-
term r turnees (or if regression coefficients are negative and significant), we :
will co sider suppprted.the hypothesis that tue returnees are, regardless of

--timing,.
icant, a
-reasses

7 .. .

not successful. However, if the dif lerenrs are large, positive, signif
d "in favor of" the long-term circular migrant, then it is time to .7

the general proposition that returnees a e necessz...rily failures and'
that significant remigration' perse constitutes an Iindictment of the effectiveness
of progra s of subsidized relocation. ., I

. .

F. CombositeCase,History Illustrating
Dual Supply and DemandLArea.COncept3

, . .
\..

_ .

Consider six persons in training at the pkg1 Center. Three -are from County A

which contains'a major technical university anii ,aHlately closed,.copper mine.; three'
are .from'Clunty B which is largeiy.iii.statie and federal forest, contains:.oneStnall-

f COrranerCi41. center, ,a state hospital and cters to trninor tourist trade (weather
:permittini). Their training .areas, selected4 icon. the basis of occupational assesS-
Merit, and supported by educational upgralin&where.necesSary are, respectively:

1, Offii e. oCcuptions /

Counity A ±_, 2. ?Head saWyer!
,

3. Weldor combination

libido, . p.: 879.
21bid.., pp. 883-88.4.
3Au. cases described.here are not ,,vhiolly hypothetical. The situations

described are composite accounts of a.cttlaion9sencountered by interviewers i

and/or in recent Skill Center experience, (Mr. '3)for instance).
40ccupations offered were certified h s in local or regional shortage, ,
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4. Building m= intenance
County B 5. aste»wat r treatment operator

6. Institution- 1 baking

As graduation° approaches, the local pia:cern nt posSibilities (i.e., in the
home counties) ere reassessed. Several of the /traine.es.are informed, that, as,previous coungelinehad indidated; their only 'antes to utilize th eir new skills
will be in other counties; relodatiortassista cue discussionS will begin in earnest.
Others, Similarly counseled may:be'in_fo a pleasant surprisLe: the 86:0 hospit
suddenly requires a baker; Mrs;. 6 will notthave t$,relocate.,

However, Mr: 5; inds that funds for the new waste water treatment plant i
his colintywill be held up for over a year. In Marquette CoUntY, site o£ the. ill.
Center., the employment counselor discOVers that the.loCaVwaste water tzea Merit
plant has had two.ope. trigs which have been unfilled,for sixty days. After e eck..
ing with Elie local, ME C office, plans are made for Mr. 5'to relocate to Marquette
County (after Mr..5.11as been offered the job. in question)..

i

Oa

arid two children for several years. She cannot afford to work heavailable
pp3.rtOf herself

...,......-

Mr. 4 knew allialorig that he would have to Move! His training upgraded his
skills in an area 'wherie he had some unskilled employment history although there

, are rio lOcal openings in the foreseeable future. .However, the freeze on hiring ..
!. . 1 )at ail -Air .ForCe Base 75 miles away hai just been lifted:- He applies for one of

, 4several 'positions and iS aCcepted; Relocatiori assistance moves: his family..75
miles; across a county line.

\
. .

. ,
.. .

When Mrs. 1 began training, it looked.as though she.rnightl be. able to work
at the technical university and support her .family. Hibwever, .i,eklistic counsel»

age: She:was encouraged to. supplement her Skills with traini in bookkeeping

isnhtaciodulded.htoot telicieuaciotnhclusiFioDrictlipaat,arfiltehhotusgwh.hthi.cehrehswdehreeeonptehneinsgosi orcretaries,

ni legal terminology. A. job.was fotindJor, her in Green-14,y,N isconSin, as
1ecretary/bookkeeper toa lawyer who agreed that she would vi 'r with his

etiring secretary for two months of oxy"-the -Job training.before t- king over full'
e.sponsibility for the office. The Green Bay Mobility counse o ntroduced her

t two other relocatees from .her home county,* secured housi g r her family,
., a d prior to the move, helped her get on the waiting list fog a d nursery for
.h r preschool child. _1

1

. -.-

When Mr. 2 began training), it was be ieved that hemould havle to relocate to
no thern Wisconsin to find steady work to support his large fam iy.. However,
ne , logging permits have, been issued in County Band a closed a,wmill 'will
reopen. Upon ascertaining that no qualified local applicant haslcome forward,
Mil. 2 is placed in the opening, which had threatened to be a bottleneck shortage
which could have caused the mill to default oh its first delivery/ contract...,

!

.

/
. .

Y

.,.

kMr, 3 almost dropped out of training when he heard that tile minds had closed /

at 4orrie. He had anticipated steady work rriairitaining Mining Machinery., with a
/icha.rice to upgrade his Skills on the job. Sirnilar,work at other installations in

U.P. counties is anticipaitied by .other trainec's,.who already 'reside in those .

counties. Entry level weidors are not otherwise currently iri demand. Mr. .3
was counselled to travel to the shipyards in Max itowoc, Wisconsin, Where his
le'rel of skill was in demand. He relocates, works at pvogilessively more,.

/ .
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complex jobsfior two years, and has his new /skill level certified by/the weldor ,

cs:tifica'tion /center at the local technical school. On a visit to,his home area
he hears of Shortages 'of certified weldois at the new long -term mine construction
project near Marquette, lapplieS, is acceptld; and uses. his,saVingt to move his
family to the Marquette area. A year lager; the sophisticated new techniques;
required by the next phase of construction 'project find him returning to the Skill
Center three nighti's. week after work, Ito, iipgrade,,his skills:so that. he can keep

, I ,

his jo.b.' / /' / 1 c .

. ,
. .1 I

, ,. Couhties A and B were :both supply ar. as, *arid County B. also served as a
deinand/ea*ee. fCfr Mr. u'§', but trainees frO Marquette County, in other skill areas,
were relocating, making' Marquette a sup; ly1 area for some.' .

.. I . , 7

Finally, one might wonder '- by a trai ed 'sawyer from county A. would be

Moved to County B' (nearly 200 miles)'.w
and further;`-whysome persons were tra
:geograhic mobility while other skills r
counties. .

The .answers have 'much to do
welfare*, 'and real world labor markets.
that.labOr units, are interchangeable are

; aggiregate behavior.. However, theysare
individual employability plans, local'bot
whilch ,fall short of' AFDC levels.'-

E plOyability plans cannot assume thsat thei.individualii equally cap\ble.Of, ',

i' training,. at, reaSoriable cost, to fill a lotal.sholrtage and to fill a shortage 200
miles away. Asiesementt educational u
individivalied with, this in mind:, if the .t
tionar, capabilities' are; or 'can 'be, suited
em.plo'yMent.opportunities are adequate f
'its present location, then the plan is gea

,

°. In tee case of bottleneck shortages-, t

en.the unernploymentate.in B'was high;
ne'd/in occupations which required.
m,ained in 'short supply in their. ,home
with economic development,.,Personal
I;abor market theories which assume

eful tools for anb..lyzing and,. predicting
wint,se than uselesS at the level of ..P

leneck.shortage,s arid potential wages.

grad'ng, training an4i, placement are
aineets health, eduction, and occups..-

. , .

to lo al needs, and:w.ages and prbjected
r the maintenance Of the'hoUSehbld in 6. _
ed' t local ernPlOyrfierit..,-7 ;I. ... , . .,

ecapacity,of.manpower institutions to .

respond with dispatch in, such' situations,.may ,Cont#ribute co..nside_ r ably..to strength-

ening loCal eConomics... Easing bottlenecks often means thatunemployed local
residents who Might have trained' to fit the, single shortage. will haire severdl.new
employment possibilities which. wOuld'have disa.ppeared 051:pee...ii tayed if the .f

.
:shortage had persisted._ ../i) . * t N

. .\ ,,,

,If cannot be'too strongly emphasized that the Upper Peninsula abounds in. .%

_
Small. towns and hamlets with extremely fragile e'condnics. 2:9. Hence, when
siidden.laCk-of laboratory personnel threatens the .eXistenCe (A a!,smallnursihg
home or unforeseen need.for a'trained housekeeper imperlls ilie.service at a
resort, the economic impaCt is soon felt. Ib such instancehefe. even crisTal-
oriented training institutions cannot act as swiftly as an enterpri'Se'can,c,lee,
relocation of already-trained workers may ibe the only feasible alternative to

t

,

clairvoyant market 'analysis.
. I I '

,

.. ,4 , 4 4 , .

in addition, Mr. '3ts'secOnd relocation was 'not to his home county, but was

an ern.ployment-related Move to an area which was a' current demand area for,

his skills, He is not, therefore., considered a r.eturri'ee.,
, .

...
.1

. 2And on disritsecl back roads between the living' towns Ile More than 50: ghos't

toWns,.,)some orily decayed IoUridations,, others glaringly new.
.,,.,

./ .
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C. Summary
I

The prima'ry s rvice area of.the Project (Up er Penin ula of
Michigan) wa.s fou d to he an area in long-termsecular d cline,
which began to tan ergo isolated .economic growth during the latter
portion of the Pro ect. period. Structural inabalnces within the
region facilitated the use Of a dual supply and demand are4c,concept
wherein intraregi nal relocation was utilized toi combat bottle;eck
.shortages and str chiral unemployment. .Apprc;ximately dile third
of all Subsidized eykatees. relocated within..the,generally depressed
region of the .Upper Peninsula and northern \poWer Michigan.

/
The general pattern of subsidized relocation.was clearly in: the/direction of areas with employment and wageprospe4s superfor.to

those of the honyecounties of. the relocatees.

Subsidized relocation tentied to redirect relocation destinations
.in faVor,of Michigan counties and the.Fpx River Valley avea of

Wieconsin, asioppoised to natural migration.patterns wherein Upper
Peninsula resiidents, were found to have relocated disproportionately
to deetinatioxis outside Michigan and Wisconsin.

.),
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CHAPTER IV

RESEARCH METHODt LOGY

A. 1 n Introdu,ticin to the/ Research Pla
i

. . ,

The conduct and repOrting of the NMU .Motility Research roject are
,pre,dicted:On a number of assumptiOns: pertai ng to the natur and objectives
of experimental' and demonstration (E' and D)
weave-seldom, iz ever, designed as reSearch
mental in that\they tendgd to marshdll unusu
Pragmatic approaches rather than service
as the institutional res
has shown,% a gr.eat ma_

projects. Altho
experiment. the
1 resdurces and t

formulas, were en

gh such projec
were experi
chniques,.
oura4ed. And,
jest experiences
caches to

onse to early reports of varied field pr
s. of tactical intelligence concerning app

i 'manpower problems ha's been produced, diSseminated, and abs
agencies/as standard operating procedure.

The' E and 1) approach, at the individual project level, often
Idisariiiingly simple assumption; that if training and/or supporti
werellexible, each round of discoveries concerning what seeme

. be reimosted in the next' round of programMing. Hencerthe co
active demonstration projects was constant 'change...a fundament
the requirements of a research. experiment. This. aspect. of E an
serves as--.a powerful deterrent to adequate evaluative research a
constant irritant in the relations of action - project personnel to s cial
Ix general, the research result haS been 11suboptional learning.1.11

is

rbed by div4se

egan with al
e services
to work could
mon themetof
1 violation bf
D projects

d'provides,a
reseaicherso

The present research effOrt has bee conducted on the assum tion that
optional learning from the experience oCan E and D project may e accomplished
if the reseal -h goals arid methodology emphasize approaches which parallel the
nature of the yihenomenon under scrutiny. 'Demonstration and der onstration.
based ,change differentiate the operational stance of the project fr m that of
experimehtation: discovery acid redefiiiition describe the plan of t le research.

1Varden Fuller, Rural Worker Adjustment to Urban Life An ssessment of
the Research, (Ann Arbor, Michigan: Institute of Labor and Indus rial Relations,
1970), p.
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\In summary, we expect to

-,.....-

a. Record the 'variety of program and clientele charaCteristics,
activities, and outcomes.

b Analyze patterns which distinguish types and levels of activities
. or. outcomes Crum one another and/or from those observed in
other research or project experience.

c. Move from arbitrary 'definitions of mobility or labor market
success (outcomes at the individual or societal levels) to defi-
nitions based upon substantial research findings..

Pursue those factors (Which differentiate outcomes), according
to their amenability to policy action or program design (treatment)
revi,sion.

e. Analyze the implications of alternative courses of action for
relocation policy, based on the findings.

Two related factors in the research could have become major .problems, had
preset standards been rigidly adherred to. These are:

1. The specification of relocatee subgroups according to a pribri
notions of "success."

The use of preprogram characteristics as criteria for drawyit
samples in, order to examine a variety of outcomes whose/
occurrence is uncertain and whose relative importance as a
major research .question. //

The considerations involved in .the research decisiox care briefly introduced
here.

1. Subgroups of Clients

According to official MD.TA guidelines, 1 relocation is to be recorded When-
ever a person who has received Mobility Project services relocates during the
life.of the Project, regardlesS of whethe4 or.not the assistance inciUded a cash
subsidy. Presumably, the extensive ncillary services (exclusive of relocation
grants) offered by mobility pro,iec would induce some clients,to move, to redirect
their destinations., or to make s ccessful adjustments to the new area--actions "

which might not otherwise haye taken place. The problem with such an accounting
method is that while subsid'ied moves must be for employment purposes, numer
ous unsubsidized moves ay be called relocations whether or not employment of
the client was the obje lye of, the move.

While recogni, g the formal definition of relocation, we shall make
reference to several subsets of relocatees. Subsidized relocatees (SR) are

,

1U.S. D partment of Laboy, Manpower Administration, Handbook for Labor4...........*8
Mobility 122monstra.tion Proj.ects, Manpower Development and Training Act of
1962, ad amended, (Washington; D. C. Manpower Administration, revised
Jaliu y, 1966) pp. C 1-2.
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those 718 respondents who accepted cash grants of any size for pre-employment
interviews and/or relocation expenses and who actually did relocate. Assisted
relocatees (AR)l consist of subsidized relocatees plus any ,other respondentsho
moved during the Project life but who were. unsubsidized Non-labor-force
relocatees (NLFR) are a subset of unsubsidized relocatees which for some
purposes will be treated separately or excluded from subsequent calculations.
These are persons who, although they are formally re1ocatees, have reported no
222......iod of labor force activit since their relocation. Although NLFR's are
primarily females engaged in home production, the group also includes perscins
who relodated for purposes of education, 2 medical care, retirement, and in one
case,, ,long-term hitchhiking., Although a determination,of SR and AR groups may
be made for the total population, only in the case of respondents may NLFR status
be ,determined.

Unsubsidized relocatees varied in the immediacy of their moves. Sixty..two
percent of the USR's reported that their first job was in the demand area, with
68 percent of these reporting to work within two months of program. exit. _

The raPidi y with which many unsubsidized relocatees obtained jobs in the
demand area i accounted for, in part, by the' fact that many of them made the
actual physica relocation months before the job was obtained. Northern
Michigan Skill Center is a residential training program where students from
remote areas live in dormitories during training. Mobility counseling, including:
advice given by instructors, focuses on the need to consider accepting employ -.
ment outside, of the home area. The' demand area most familiar to, the trainees
is Marquette 'County, site of NMSC. Hence, a number of unsubsidized relocatees
'simply teok irhmediate employment in Marquette upon graduation from training.
Their failure to return to the home area after training is recorded as a relocation
for employment purposes. Others sought or received Mobility. counseling
primarily to aid them in out-of-area job search, housing referrals, or prepar-
ation of resumes, while friends or relatives arranged to cover relocation costs.

Given the limited use of limited relocation subsidies and the availability of

extensive noncash assistance to most mobility clients, there is no strongapriolt
case for presuming differences in demand area retention rates according to
receipt of subsidy. For these reasons, we cannot, without further controlled
analysis, attach much practical significance to the findings of retention rates of

63 percent for unsubsidized relocatees and 64 percent for subsidized relobatees.

Several criteria of "success" have been customarily employed in assessing
relocation. Most commonly used is the arbitrary follow-Up period of two months.

Since all of the eligible population had relocated three or more months prior to
interview, this is the minimum follow-up period reported here. Average follow-

up period is about 48 months. In view of the necessity to take a longer-run view

of mobility outcomes' and to provide findings that contribute to a clearer picture
of what a successful relocation may be, five categories of outcomes for relocatees
and two for nonrelOcatees were devised at the outset.

' 'This group of 905 meets the formal definition of rerocatee.

ii2Students ho were also'-in. the labor force at some time subsequent to
relocation are not NLFR.
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These axe defined as follows:
OUTCOME CATEGORY 1. (OC 1): Relocated 12,or more months ago

still in demand area.
2 (0C2): Relocated 2 to 12 months ago,

still in a demand area.
3 (OC 3): Relocated; but returned to supply

area Within one month of move.
4 (OC 4): Relocated, but returned to supply

area more than one but less than
12 months after moving.

5 (OC 5):. Relobated, remained in demand
area 12 or more months; stibse-
quqntly returned to supply area.-

6 (OC 6): Prlicessed nonmovers .who
expressed interest in relocation,
completed applicattons;-tnany 7

received pretemployment inter-;
view funds, but never relocated.

7 (OC 7): Local' placements received
Mobility counseling, but did not
complete procesSing and did not
subsequently move.

Persons in OC's 1 and 2 are referred to hereafter as stayers. For other
purposes, those in OCrs'i and 5 may be referred to,. in combination, as 124-
term relocatees, while OC 5 alone is designated as long-term returnees. The
rationale for these multiple classification systems is that the static picture of
respondents is of limited usefulness. By netting out or recombining OC's, we
will have more extensive information on the dynamics of the migration decision
process. It should also be borne in mind that, although OC's 3 and 4 represent
static outcomes, persons.in OC's 1 and 2 may eventually become OC 5 (with
OC 2's necessarily "passing through" OC 1 in the process).

tt

tt

tt

It

tt

It

tt It

It

It It

Those in OC 5 present a special challenge to the use of a Stayer-returnee
dichotomy in assessing success faCtors in assisted relocation for several reasons:

1. At other points in time, each one of them Would have been
classified as a stayer on the basis of a one-year follow -up. .1

2. There is no maximum time in demand area used to define this
group (the same is true of OC 1).

3. Long-terrn relocatees who eventually return to depretsed home
area counties may bring two assets of particular importance
back with them -- skills acquired in on -the. job training (or
otherwise) which are in demand in the home county but could
not be acquired there at the time of -relocation, and qualification
for retirement income acquired in the demand area but received
in the supply area. Among the former are workers who readily

et

1See "Description and Analysis of Client Characteristics and Mobility
Outcomes
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accepted job transfers to the 'home area for A job with a demand
area employer. Among the latter are older miners who were
short of minimum tenure to qualify for pensions at the time y t
the Calumet and Hecla Mine closed, as well as persons who,had
insufficient work histories to qualify for full Social.,Security/
benefits prior to relocation, but who have'subsequently
and, upon reaching retirement age, returned to the U. P;

Persons iia'outcOme categories 6 and 7 form two comparison groups of non-
movers. LiVe-the relocatees, they met initial eligibility reqUirements for MDTA
training 'or were referred, directly under Mobility Project eligibility requirements.
However, the composition of these and other outcome categories was influenced
by an operating. rule of mobility projects which created a variable 'requirement.
This is the mandate requiring that persons relocated must haVe a poor chance of...
being able to work, or to work in their skill or occupation, in the home area.

As economic conditions varied over the history of the Project, and,even during
the term of an individual's training, sflieouttobk for employMent in a given skill
in a particular area was a matter of continual reassessment by Projectstaff,
referral agencies, and ,the MESC. (See "Composite Case History".) An individ-
ual who had at least one formal Mobility .Project contact, .but who it was found
could be placed in the horrie Area, became a local placement (OC 7).. The

, .

individual, may have obtained employment through his own efforts, or. through
assessment and placement Offered by the MESC, the referral agency or the
Mobility Project. Placements made by all of these agencies were geared toward
finding. training-related employment. In cases where the individual obtained
.employment through other channels, the jobs were more ,often unrelated to
training. Some persons rejected outright the possibility of relocating and were
offered local placementservices on that basis; others initiated their own job
searches in the home area with a willingness to accept any employment to avoid
leaving the area...*

As heterogeneous a group as OC 7 is, there are two factors which distinguish
it from processed nonmovers, OC 6. The first factor procedural; those in
OC 6 expressed an interest in or a belief in the need to relocate, completed
applications for relocation subsidies, and may have participated:1n out-Of-area
re-employment interviews before deciding not to relocate. The second factor
is substantiv'e; processed nonmovets are laiiely composed of those who chose or
accepted advice to seek employment outside of the home area on the basis of poor
employment proipects there. Whether initially, self-identified or agency - identified,
such persons' employment prospects in the home area were assessed.. And only'
upon finding that they met the requirement of low probability of employment in
the home area were they, procedurally, admitted to this group rather than
advised or aided to seek local placement.' Therefore, ',although OC 7 undoubtedly
contains some persons with extremely poor home area employment prospects
who nonetheless did not seek work elsewhere through the project, OC 6 consists
eAtirely of persons for whom relocation appeared to be a necessary pierequisite
to successful employment. Therefore, we might expect. these persons, who
finally did not relocate, to display the poorest record of postprogramn employment,
and wage experience. By comparison with processed nonrelocatees, the local



placement group would be expected to display more satisfactorylwork histbries'
in the postprOgram period..

These procedural and substantive.difference's among OCIs 1 through 5 and
OC 6 and OC 7 stand in the way of a control groui\approach to the research
problem. .Hom, ever, the enumeration of the bases tor such differences makes\explicit one aspect of mobility program implementatt n whicli might otherwise be
overlooked. Implied in the mandate to assist the reloc tion process for persons
\ho have poor or .no employment prospects in the suppl area is a cortelary.;-
that when it is found that an indivichial has good employment possibilities without
relocation, he should be encouraged not to relocate. The ihyestment in relocation
under those circumstances, would ,be unlikely to be cost-effeVive in view of an
explicit opportunity costd. e,,, the foregone wage and employment opPortunity
in the'supply area. If steps were not taken to make that opportiy cost explicit
(i.e., through local placement services provided by ProjectIstaftor other coor-
dinated sources), the individual's lack of information'inay lead'himt\o attempt a
relocation whiCh would be a poor investment. When cost-effectiveness criteria
are invoked in evaluating manpow er 'programs, such as this, it is assuld that
private costs include opportunity costs. At the operatioial level, this ink. lies
that. staff must be knowledgeable of these costs and encourage investments `:based
upon.net benefits, within this framework. Therefore, regardless of the;souXce.of-
the investment (public or private) in relocation, the-project mandate implies e
discouragement of poor:investments. 1

2. Sampling

Over 2,000 persons were found to.nzeet the definition of Mobility Project
clients over the six-year period under study. In addition' to the fact that project
service (i.e., treatment) varied over this time, the referral sources and charac-
teristics of eligible clients are known to have varied. Moreover, insufficient
information relating to the forms or importance of variation was available to
justify even a complex sampling procedure as a basis for research conduct.
Although the alternative, follow-up of the entire population, was known to beltime-
consumingand expensive, a number of ath..ntages were seen. .Given a high
response rate, wewould be able to explore the differences among subsets of
clients defined either by preprogram /characteristics or postprogratm outcomes.
Cell sizes for ditributions of postprogram characteristics would not be con-
strained by the correctness of a priori assumptions concerning correlation with
sampling criteria:

While comparisons'on die basis of characteristics and outcomes are
facilitated by la.rge numbers of respondents (N), the use of commonly known
test statistics is not. Simply stated, statistical operations involving a large N

it

iThis has particular importance for the assignment of administrative program
costs in a cost-effectiveness framework, since re:1068146n then,cease.s to be the
only relevant output..
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are predisposed to findings of statistical significance.1. For this reason, the
tables presented will not be .accompanied by standard test statistics.

B. Data Collection Procedures
\

1. General Description
The populat),on under study was defined as all persbns on file with the Mobility

Projec.t of .Northern Michigan Skill Center who.received at least one direct contact
or offe.r of Mobility services between March 1, 1966, and April 6, 1972. Because
this does. not define a population of singular'origior uniform treatment, it was
decided'to-.Seek 'interviews with the entire civilian, \rion-institutionalized population
so defined'. Since one of the goals of the study is to examine title potential'effects
of prior status or origin and.differential treatment n mobility decisions, a wide
net was cast in hopes of producing sufficientfy large c 11 sizes to facilitate the
basically exploratory venture.

2.. Determination of ActiVe.PopUla.tion
The original population of 2, 148 was reduced 4of2, 067 *.y the invocation of the

definition "live, civilian, noninstitutionalized, '1 i.e., that group which could be

expected to be freely exercising. labor market and locational decisions at the time
of interview. However, exit from the active population files required location of
the potential respondent or a reliable secondary source. Hence, there are
undoubtedly a few cases of nonrespondents; for whorn6o Current information was
available, where the individual should have been removed from the active
population.

3. The Questionnaire.
Staff members of. Northern Michigan Mobility Project, assisted by Drs.

Jeanne and Arthur .D. Walker (Northern Michigan University, Department of
Education) and in consultation with representatives of the North Carolina and
Mississippi Labor Mobility Projects, designed and field-tested -a draft question-
nacre format. Originally, the primary focus .was on obtaining information
relating to specific problems and:benefits of mobility decisions which could be:
translated into changes in services to be rendered by individual counselors or
projects.,,.

In June, 1972-, at the close of field testing,. the current primary investigator'.
was retained as consultant. At that time, wholesale revision of a limited portion.

1For example, identical distributions of prOportions'.in two -way tables
Containing Rand 2N responses will result'in Chi Square 1 and 2 Chi Square 1,
(H. M. Blalock, Jr., SoCia.l Statistics, McGraw -Hill, 1972, second edition,
pp.292-294. ).Theiarger N and Chi Square values may be reassuring if. our
objective is simply to demonstrate support for the existence Of a hypothesized.
relationship.. 'However,. in cases where the proportions in, question differ very
slightly in absolute value, the importance of the difference must be examined
with some care. Systematic, inspection of cross-tabulations involving answers
for categorical variab'es in the first seven pages of the questionnaire with out-.
,come categorieS produced uniformly "extravagant" levels of significance.

111dIMIMIIIMMM1012111.116

5 1 97



of. the questionnaire was undertaken. Leaving staff-generated questions
essentially intact, the objective was to insure the gathering of exhaustive post-
program %,,oik histories.

The. final version of. the questionnaire (see facsimile, Appendix A) consists
of the following modules:"

Antecedent Personal and Training Data
Consists primarily of data compiled at.traming or-Mobility
Project entry, as well as recorded service's rendered to the
individual.

b. Employment,. 'income, and Educatigh Prior to,Program .

Thefirst of several sections where the same questions are
asked concerning two time periods, antecedent (pre-Mobility).
and current, in this case.'
Demand Site Profile
Questions concerning sources of satisfaction or dissatisfaction
with the first relocation community; and; in cases of further
remigration, the last or current relocation community..

d. Relocation Profile
, .

FOr (first and 'last) relOcatiori site(s), questions relating to
how and why the decision to relocate was Made...

e. Effects of Mobility on Attitudes and LiVing Conditions
For (first-and-la-st-)-relo-cation-siie-(-s)-,j-ob-se-a-rch-f-housing-,---
Consumption and community participation information.

1. Employment Profile(s)

For first and last '('or present) jobs, information concerning
'conditions of employment, termination,. satisfaction.:.

g. Current UnemplOyment Profile
,

.

Sources of suppof and job. search activity of those unernplayed.
at time of interview.

/
h. ,-Sociological.Pgychological Indicators

Effects of Non-Mobility on Attitudes and Living Conditions

Similar to module 5., but asked only of those Who never relocated.

j. Activities Status, Set 1.

Summary of labor market activities between last program
contact and ..first employment.

k, Activities Status, Set 2
'One. "Set 2"oform to be completed for each job held. covers
location of job, occupation, wages, nonworking time following

98

t'"



search acttvity4 and sources of support prior to subsequent
employthent (if any),

The questionnaire forMat is somewhat unique in several aspects. With the
exception of some items in the activities sets, At ls entirely precoded for ease
of interviewing and keypunching. The modular design obviates the need fOr the
conventional interviewer directions ("If Q 3,1 w no, turn to page 16,' Q 93; if
Q 31 = yes, turn to Q 32," etc.) which would tend to slow dOwn the.nonProfes-
sional interviewer. In addition, subsequent error and consistency checks could
be based upon combinations of modules rather than eXclusively'on item sequences..

The work history 1-nodules.(j and, k) are of the "forward retrospective" type..
That is. the first job recorded is the first post-program job, rather than the
latht. Each post-prograM work history begins with 'a significant event in the
individual's liferetraining and/or mobility. Due to the unusual length of the
recall period involved (up to 87 .months), it was felt that .the more, commonly
used backward retrospective format would be more conducive to error. The
interviewer generally knew the date and circumstances of the first post-training .

job and, of course, the interview date. .1-Ience,:inconsistencies in grosS time
accounting by the respondent were immediately apparent, and probe questionS
could be initiated to reconcile total working and nonworking time with the number
of months since program. exit. .

All jobs which lasted as,,long. as one week are recorded in this manner. :With
out exception,' the respondent was the client himself. Following the close of
interviewing, aziteCedent data for all nonrespondenes were entered on precoded
forms, which were subsequently keypunched and added to the tape record to
facilitate reSpondent/nonrespondent comparisons.

4, 'The Interview
The interview process covered approximately 12 months from late June, 1972,

to late June, 1973. The Mobility Project staff and counselors served as inter-
viewers. Training sessions conducted under the'direction of project cons.uitants
helped familiarize this staff with the interview form and possible interviewing
techniques.. Feedback from interviewers also contributed to bormat modifications
which helped improve interview flow and accuracy.

When a former client was located, the Mobility interview involved' at least
two actual contacts with the subject. Initial contact was made via telephone to
set up an appointment for the interview, . The response at this time was usually
very favorable, To some clients whose last contact with the project had
occurred up to seven years earlier, the calls did not seem. quite so routine; but
they usually viewed the up- coming interview with interest or curiosity.

bThe next problem 'which evolved was setting up an appointment which would
be agreeable to both subject and interviewer. Because of the length of time the
interview would take-and the fact that the majority of the subjects held daytime
jobs, frequently evening appointments had to be arranged. In cases where the
respondent's work schedule require.d, interview stook place daring meal breaks
(these were generally conducted away from work premises) and the respondent's
meal was paid for, by the interviewer. This forced a limit on the number of
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interviews that it was possible to complete per day. Every effort was made _to
set the appointment time at the convenience of the client.

The interview began with the interviewer introducing himself or herself and
libriefly describing the purpose of the research project. Ina dition, the inter-

viewer answered any questions the client may have had at this time and often
added some friendly,. light conversation before initiating the interview. All.
possible steps were taken to try to relieve any apprehension the client may have
felt at this point. A large majority of the clients responded to the ques.tl.ons with
little hesitation. Occasionally,' some would object to answering a few of the
questions, usually those found- in the psychological- sociological index; but this
was the exception rather than the rule. The overall response to the extensive
questioning involved was excellent. The majority responded with enthusiasm, ..

interest, and often expressed words of gratitude for the opportunities made
available to thein through the: Mobility Project and/or their training programs.
Relocatees with several postprogram jobs might require an interview time of up
to 90 minutes. However., in only twO cases did refusal to undergo the interview
or to answer substantial portions cif the interview provide a cause for nonresponse:'

. The interviewers attempted to complete.the antecedent data on th question
naire prior to the actual interview; since most of it was available. in f rmal
reCordS filed act the Skill Center. This required the recording Of comprehensive
socio-economic data concerning the clierittt giving the intervi,ewera better under, .

standing of the subject and facilitating a Certain ease in questioning'a Person he
may never have met before. Being ,prepared with the factilal sketch of the client
and his particular situation enabled the interviewer to formulate a basic approach
to each interview.

When geographiTstance precluded the possibility.of a personal interview. I
clients were interviewed by telephone. In addition, during the last three months
of the survey when the 'remainir.g clients were widely scattered, numerous
interviewers were conducted by telephone to curtail costs and to insure .a broad
coverage of the target population. The use of interviewers knowledgeable of the
peculiarities of both the people and geograph_y.-of-the. Upper' Peninsula contributed
greatly to the.response rate. The Mei of nearly all persons who received
finanCial as sistapc e of one kind or another contain Mobility interview forms
reporting, ','the nemes bcf'.two persons who would always know where you
Paradoxically, .this itifOrmation was not available for most local placements,
often rendering them 'More diffictIlt to locate when a change of addres's had
occurred. In many cases, the relatives of uncontacted relocatees provided'.
necessary/infO'imation to determine their outcome category. These individuals
were treatedas nonrespunclents.

5. Data Handling

Interviewers were responsible for completion of antecedent data and interview
sections of the questionnaire.. The fo'rrns were then delivered to the monitoring
Unit. There, two specially trained staff members familiar with the Project
performed numerous .checks for completeness, consistency, -.and accuracy of
the data as 'vecorded. In.. addition, time and wai,e calculations were made and
coded.. Occupational.categories recorded, and descriptions of tween-job labor
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'force activities were evaluated and coded. Long association ..mith the Mobility
Project enabled data monitors to discern, data errors inconsistent with the facts
or hist9iyroi the program. Key punching Was performed at the Northern Michigan
University Data:Processing Center. 1

m

.
fitilizing a complex set of cpxnputerizeld edit procedures, a se on.1 round of
nitoring was performed on all questionnaires. to pinpoint any fu they incon.,

istent information, out,of-range values," or incorreCt identificati rilnumbers or
sequences.

These extensive data monitoring procedures contributed substrtially to
coordination and communication among interviewers:, data processing personnel,
research consultants, and administrators. Inconsistent questions the interview
form; as well as idiosyncratic interviewer error, were spotted early in/the data
Monitoring process and stepS 4re taken to remedy the.sitpation. A consultant
spent several days training monitOrs in the interpretation,nd proper coding of ,.
labor force activity information as iwell'as in occupational title coding. Numerous
informal checks of inter-rater-reliability in the interpretation.and coding of, these
items _revealed a high level of consistency.

tThe participation of the 'statice.1 computer programmer ;,n ti:e dasign' of the
questionnaire format, as well as his familiarity with the Mo ility..P.roject, enabled
him to partiCipate actively in 'devising extensive editing proc1 dues perforMed on
the computer. -If is the judgment of the prOgrammer and the research. consultant
that the procedures outlined have resulted in a data set which is unusually "Clea,
of mechanical.defects and factual inconsistencies. .

BecaUse of the modular Vestionnaire de77s).gnand variable number of jobs-per
'respondent; the card records of respOndents'varied in length. A rectangular data
set was created 'en-tape by producing a maximum length record f-or each respjond,-
exit, wherein-Portions repr,esenting, irrelevant elements (cluestionnarre rxiodulles

which .did not apply to the individual`) were created in\a. Manner su.chthat'they .1

would not:beread as missing data. T ,tape record4lso contained.characteriatics
of areas of origin and destination for liSconsin'aricl Michigan",: stored as a port'on.
of each respondent's record for ease of a;ccess.

The unusual talents of computer prograrrimer Don Schlientz allowed con- /
sultants the luxury of pragmatism in the choice of- special use statistical routines -_.

from numerous "package" sources/. For instance, a dictionary was created using
powerful recoding options available On 6SIRfS(OSIRIS/40 DATA MANAGEMENT4..

AND ANALYSIS PROGRAMS, SurVey Rtese.arh Center Computer Support Group,
Ann Arbor,,, Michigan) and interfaced with st.iistital routines4ind labeling 'options
from SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciencesas'Well as OSIRIS to
prOduce tables and descriptive statistics in an output format which was easy for
nonprofessional staff to use,, satisfied the''researcherts needs for test statistics,

,

.. ..... ,_...

and avoided limitations, on formal,SPSS,file size; -

C. Response Results

In spite of difficultiesoposed 'by the - mobility of the survey population, a-folow-
up period averagin08 months, and a lengthy interview, usable questionnaires
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were obtained from 1,500 respondents. This represents an overall response
rate of 72.6. percent of the .known activepopulation of 2,067.

-.--In examining subgroup response rates, it was discovered that two factors,
-appeared to be operating to lower th'e kesponse rate of certain groups, and to

raise that of others. For instance,' Calumet and Hecla riiners.had a,n overall
,

response rate of nearly' 94 percent. This ;p.ppears. to be ue to the fact that these
persons were initially concentrated in a small. geographi area of origin and A

moved to a limited number of new mine sites; thus faeilit t ng interview.
Processed rionm,Overs those who began, but did not com1ete the process
of relocation) had a responSe rate of,about '65 percent with lOcal\placements
respondin-a-t--the rate 'of abOtit 69 percent, This compares witthe response
rate for all inoversof nearly 76 percent: It appears that the fact that all movers
were requested to give the names of two peOple who WOuldaiways,know where 1

they were (preferably friends.2.or,relatiVes in the area of orig\iri) contributed mater'.
-Lally to their high responSe rate, Similar information was ofte.n lacking for
norlmovers, particularly -those who, rec eiveetrathing at instittfti-O-ris otherthan the .

.1Northern Michigan Skill .Center. .Mobility,Project files on suqi 1)prsons were not
as cornprehensive'ac "those. maintained on Skill Center Trainee's.

[

I'eSponseratesfir other subsets are
' WIN trained

WIN. untrained 75. t,
, MD A 70.. 7%

Nat've Americans 77:3%
.;

Dir et Referrals.. 57. 3%
C4 72.7% . .4 , .

.3
The very low r.e ponse rate among direot referrals: to the M bility Project is

',attributable to the r ct that referralagencies often did not forwa d eemplete-.Mes .
'Hence, although all nformation.necess.ary to complete Mobiity processing Was. .
-on file, the '1a.`'k of xtefisive staff contact and background inforrriation made
direct referrals:cliff cult to locate for foliow.up purposes. !

4 ' I 1 I \

De-tail-6d distrib tions.Of respondents and the. total poPulationron'seVeral,
irripor6,nt vari'bl.es '(see Appendix B) do not indicate nonresponse bias to any
considerable extent. Where it may occur, this is taken into ace,Ount in the narra
tive as well as the rrultivariate analysis. With these\ caveats it appear
that we-my reasonably generalize these research findings to the total elieit
population. .

\ , 1 '- .

'D., Data Analysis for pescriptive purpos
. . .1 , i 1

/
'The analysis of ata in this, report is divided unto two( ec ions.. The fir t

r)ontains several cha ters of description and anqlysiS bas cbon..tables, cha ts,
graphs, and'case hi tOrieS It:is aimed primarily at pu lic\ adtriinistrator and'1

offici94.a, as well as local program personnel, and requires minirrial staestiCal 9.
knowledge, The sec nd portion of the analysisoitilizes ;farious multivar to

,

techniques to examir e differenceeg in v,/ag and'employment outcomes:as Auell as ,,
mobility decisions. The s cifterriethodology utilized in he xnultivari e analyses

I-,

. / i



.
/is described in the introduction to'each, "chapter. We. willbe concerned here with

v....
Methods ,,and uses of the descriptive paTtio4 of the report.

(
., .

The! analysis of characteristics of Mobilityl.Project client's is based primarily'
opsimple:croSs tabulations. Due tb:the fact that 'the Northern Michigan Mobility .

Project had a,SPecificassigned,ser'yiCe popul,a)ion, '',i.e., partialipants in'than.
power training programs in'the Upper Pninsul6,, the foLus of the analysis is not
on'the percentage, of tho clientgroup,which'fallSinto\.6ach category.of a variable.
(e.g.,. age; ..sex;. etc. ).. instead, .'eaCh.Category-of a selected characteristic' is
,examiried to determine the .pr-Olitlyticin .ofth,,e perspns i.n. that category who became .

movers and the .proportion of thoee movers who Subse,quently stayed.tn,the de'mand

,

' are0. or\ rktturneci:td the supply area.'. since the. ./lobili0.. Project exercised 'no. ,

.' control .oVer the, entry, of the Clients i tO, the manpower training prog rams, which .

it served, detailed analisis..cf the' Cha acterist4.1s of ,the service populatioli'ii.s of
limited 4Sefulnes's. : ' ,

4 !
i

r ' .
. . . .

The
1 arg number of resporideht.$ to theelry-ey .allOws us to .examine- inldetail. ..

how mo ility p; is,ions varied according to:tpreprogramdemographiC..and employ--
/meta, charact rliStit s, and how ISostprd.grafa. erOloyment and wage Characteristics.

ilaried/aCCor ' :,j4to mobility outcome.. ..Eadh.descririti've chapter i introduceti
... with a; state tiof the specific/'plan otanaNgiS::,for that chapter. For ease ,of
',.reference, 6 g scary of important terms tts.eclt4rotighotit'the.descriptive and

,. .. rriul0Atariate chapters has been provisaed at,Apt5,endix C. , 1 44
.. or' f
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CHAt,TER

. 4

DESCRIPTION D ANALYSIS OF CLIENT

CHARACTERISTI SAND MOBILITY OUTCOMES.

A. Intioduction

The, focus of. this chapter is On' the personal and 'erxiployment characteristics
of the Project population at entry. We shall begin with a review of .overall
mobility outcomes for the respondent ani Project populations.' We then proceed.
to a description of '-iów these. outcomes varied according to preprogram
characteristics.

Each chiratteristic is analyzed with the following four objectives in. mind:

1. To point out how the surve'y,population and the respondents differed
in terms of the variables.

2. To describe 'the migration rate variation of subgroups.

3, To describe and analyze the retention rate of,movers by subgroup.

.4, To compare Migration rates with those reported- in, previous re-
search, relying heavily. upon erripirical work concerned with the
personal determinants of mobility, and with.migration.in depressed
economic areas:.

Of the 2067. persons:in the active Mobility Project pophlation,- the .whereabouti
o 2610 were ascertained during the' current research project. Fifteen hundred
we e: interviewed; relatives, employers; or friends served as secondary sources
of i formation for the: remaining 510, Of the 5-7 for whom no current data is
available, four are relocatee.s Who.have been'tOrkipletely untraceable since their
last program contact and 53 are relocatees who were found in the demand, area at'
the time of the Project's routine six -month follow -up survey, but can not be
located at'this.time. IntervieWeri seeking information frokii,secondary sources .

report that they consider these to be highly accurate since' most sources supplied
full addresses or names of current emploYers.. Iri'many cases the sole reason
for nonintervieW 'was financial: the number of,nonrespondents currently residing
outside the Upper Midwest far exceeded the resources .available for long-distance
telephone. interviews, In other case, sortie local placements who lived in remote
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areas' could' not be interviewed due to time constraints,
Refocatees are somewhat over-represented in the reponsdent group. Whereas

.60.3 percent (905) of the responclentsDwere rplocatees,, 57.8 percent (1195) of the
Mobility population relocated. Howeve, if the 57 persons for whom we lack-any
current information (other than that they were all. relocatees) are deleted, it ' .

appears that use of respondent data may underestimate, the, demand area retention
rates,' Although 60.3 percent-of respondent relocatees are currently known to be
in the demand area, the comparable figure for 233 nonrespondents, as repOrted
by secondary. sources; is 72:1 percent.2

In order to acquaint the reader with the manner in which assignment of res-
.pondents-tp multiple types of outcome categories is made throughout this report,
Table V-1 has been constructed. to display the outcomes of all respondent movers

ain detail.- The following step-by-step calculation of absolute and petcentage',
distribUrions may be followed in the table.

.Mo,st previous follow -up surveys of reloc.atees. have, relied on short-run data
collected. by relocation' projects approximately two months following relocation.
Relocatees are simply divided into Stayers (those. in the demand area)'and
returnees. tairaaayerage.__tkniela)setion of.48.5or11)Lm 4..
percent of all Northern Michi an re loca tee s'a re classified as
stayers. .:(See Graph V-1 for follow-up period situation.)

Howe'ver, due to the extended period over which relocatees might.have
returned to the home area Ian 87-month maximum in this research vs. a 2-month
maximum in. rOutine follow-ups), the simple outcome category system (Column 2)
provides a better insight into how much time both stayers and returnees had spent
in the deMancl areas at the time of this followup. As column 2 reveals, Only
3.4 percent of all relocatees (9.4%'of all returnees) stayed less than one month,
while nearly 15 percent returne d after spending at least a year in the demand area.
Of all returnees, ,39..9 percent would'actually.have been considered stayers if this
had been a. routine (but, 'nevertheless, imaginary) one-ytear follow-up survey!

It we carry our imaginary one-year follow-up survey to all relocatees, we
find that the 53 persons who moved less than a year prior to the intexiew would
not be elegible as yet to be classified as either stayers 'or returnees. This
reduces the group to,852 movers who are eligible to be "interviewed" one year..
after they moved. If this process had actually been carried out, we would have

lit should be noted however; that remote areas abound in both the U. P. and
Northern Lower Peninsula. Interviews were conducted in such areas, ,in
numerous cases, where enough potential respondents resided to lower costs per
interview to a. conscionable level. Several interviewers commented that a vehicle
with fotir-wheel drive would have been useful in many such situations!

2In the extreme case of presuming that the unknown 57 relocatees all became
returnees, the retention rate for nonrespondents would be 57.9 percent.

3That is 13Z out of 331 returnees would have been found residiogjethe demand
area exactly one year after they were relocated. .
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found 23.4 percent (199) at home in the supply area and 76..6 percent (653)1 in the
demand.area.

Obviously, there is no single spiten-i by which we-can adequately.describe a
demand area retention rate, unless the time, factor is explicitly taken into account.
In addition, the common procedure of referring to all stayers, regardless of time
elapsed; as "successful _relocations" and similarly to all returnees as "fa.,ilures"
becomes increasingly misleading as the time elapsed increases. The usual
''sumption in short7run folloW-up research is that early return, to the supply area
indicates relocatee ,failure to adjust to the new environment, inadequate relocation
support services, or both.

B. Personal and Occupational Characteristics
of Project Population at Entry.

Previous research has indicated that all types of mobility- decline w ith increas"
ing age, with the prime mobility'ages observed to be 22, to 24 years. Regardless
of sex, census estimates of intercounty mobility indicate a rate six to seven times
as high in the.18 to.24 Yrear cohort as in the 45 to '64 year troup.4

Age being the strongest andmost persistently observed correlate of geogra-
phic mobility., 5alteration of age-specific mobility profiles must be of primary
concern in programs aimed at aiding those who might not otherwise have .moved.

Although nearly 51 percent or the project population was between 17 and 24
years of age and '76 perdent were under age 34, cell sizes in the.higherage
cohorts dropped below.100.in only-one case; the over 60 group. (See Table V-2)
Therefore,,, it is with some assurance that actual age-specific mobility rates for
the project opulaiiionare presented as indicative of.the potential, for similar
projects.

'This includes, 521'people who moved more than a year ago and are still in
the demand area,' plus 132 ,eventual long-term returnees, whowere in the demand
area at the time when a 12-:month follow-up would 13ave ocurred.'

2Herbert S. Parnes,.
tO"The Labor Force and Labor Markets," in A Review of

Industrial Relations Research, Vol (Madison, Wisconsin: Industrial Relations
Research Association, 1970), pp, 4.4-46.

3John B. Lansing and Eva Mueller, The. Geographic of Labor (Ann
Arbor: Institute for Social Research, 1967), pp. 39-43.

4U. S. Bureau of Census, Mobility ofhp_1>o ulation of the United States,
March,1967, to March, 1963, (Washington: U. S. Covernmerit Printing Office,

1969) Table 7, pp 23-27.

5Parnes, op. cif;.

Zle

10'9



t

TA BLE. V#2

MOBILITY AND DISTRIBUTION OF
RESPONDENTS AND NONRES PONDEN TS

BY AGE

Percent of Percent of Group
Age. Group Total Population Who Were MigrantsIMisello!Imirmr.

17-24
years

25-34

50, 8

NimiriNommomomo.wwwwww.lmnimsmanmw,11=1

ResPondents. 61. 7
'Nonr es pondehts 49. 8
TOTAL . . . . .... 58.3

r.

, 25.2
Respondents 65..2'
Noniespondent 57. 9:
TOTAL. .. . . . . 63. 2

35-40 8.9
Respondents .

Nonrespor.dents
TOTAL . . . ..

56.2
58.9
. . . 57.0

Respondents _ 45.5.
41-50
a

9.8 Nonrespondents
TQTAL

30.'2
.

Respondents 57.1
5.2 Nonrespondents 37.5.

TOTAL . . .. . 0 540 2

Over 60 0.1 Respondents Only 66. 7
TOTAL . . ...... . 66. 7

100. 0%

103
110

rimmerwin0.1=111.0...ilimillWANNMEMILI



When cohort mobility rates are compared, the. pattern which emerges is
strohgly at otl.ds with that of previous °research. Rather than Showing uniformly
declining rates after age. 24, the rate actually increases in the'24-34. cOhOrt,
and'ilii5Se between 35 and 40 are only slightly less likely to have moved than.the

?..youngest.group (57% : 58%). The lowest rate (43. 7 %) is associated w-itit-the
41-50 group; but those 17!..24 years old were only, 1.1.times as likely to be inter-
county migrants as the 5160 year cOlfort (the oldest cohort having sufficient cell
size), and 1.3 times as mobile as the 41-50 year group, Which had the lowest rate.

Clearly, this' population is mobile out of all.proportiOn to expected ratios
across age groups.

Table II-3,displays mobility otitovmes for all relocatee respondents by age,
Column 3, indicates that middle-iaged tilients (ages 35-50) were most likely to be
-found in the demand area at thelime, Of the follow-up interview. Hoirever, when
percent of eligible relocatees reitia..*ing at. least one year in the demand area is
iris pec ted .(Otturrin 5); .the pattern tO -.teas marked.

TWA is of $.'r.ticular interest since short-term follow-up surveys- of relocated
workers usually indicate that iintriger workers are the most difficult to retain-fo-i-
sufficient time 'periods *to justify the investment. As the differendes its remigration

..rates for the time periodscovered by columns 3 and 4 indicate, however, he
extrapolation of short-term rates of return to the supply area is-like 1.g to 1 ad to
severe overestimates of total remigration.

It should be noted that while column 3 refers to returns within a fixed period
(less than one year following relocation); column 4 refers to the Burn of returnees .
over a period-which varies from one year to six years following relocati . The
average total time' elapsed is 48 months,- hence, on.the average, colum 4 refers .
to a time span of three years. As a rule of,thumb; then, one could compare the
first postrelpcation year's return rate (column 3) with the average for the following
years by dividing. the figure in column4 by three. Fo example, 21.8 percent of
the 17 to 24-year-old relocatees returned to the supply area within one year.
However, the 'rough average annual return rate (based on total, relocatees in the
cohort) corer the remaining time span was 17.2% -;-,, 3, or.5. 7%.

4

-

When long-term relocation rates (column 5) are compared, the agparent large
differenCes by age ogServed in column 1° virtually disappear for these under age 61.
(The "over sixty's group is. too small to make generalization practical.) The nartow"
range of percentaged of long-term relocatees (from about 75% to 79%) lends little
support to the - conventional wisdom which would predict vastly superior mobility

.. retention rates for the older workers. In addition, similar rates of short/mid-
term return to the home area (the range is from about 19% to 23%) among those.
under 60 belie assumptions that allf.other things being equal, "the footloose Young".
should be considered poor investment risks,

.,

Of special interest is the evidence that the younger returnees were more
likely than most others to acquire as. least one year of work expe.rience in a new
area before returning to the home area As will be' seen in. Succeeding portions
of this report, there are a number of reasons to believe that long-term returnees
have been the subjects of additional investments in human capital which are
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conveyed to the economy of the Upper Peninsula upon their return, *thus ,enrich -

ing the human resource base- of the area. sou

2. E gat
. ...

raph,V-2.displays overall educational attainment of responde-nts prior to'
ing, as well as changes in-high school and college attainment Since;

would be expected of a relatively young group'iman area with a generally low
high schobl drop-out rate, high school. graduates predominate.'

,

. However, rable V -4 rndicates that.the majority of tl)ose over age 34 had less
than a high school educatior it entry, whale the proportions of persons with some
high school are very similar between age *groups.

In. order to compare the mobility of the Project population by.agejeducation
cohorts with that of the population at large, the group Was split into two age
groups, 1? and 35 and'over. These groups are compared with similar age/
education groups of males provided by Lansing and Mueller.

.Table .V-4 displays distributions of educationalattainniient MI Well as migra.4
tion rates for these two age groups, as welt as for respondents and nonrespondents
by age. (In each age group the cell sizes for college graduates are relatirely
small, and, for purposesof these comparisons, will be ignored.) 'Turning to
.relative mobility "rates within age groups, we again find patterns which are
generally at odds with the natibnal.ceniugi patterns: reported by Lansing and Mueller,
,in terms of both direction and relative magnitude. The comparifron. of (national)
mobility rates of younger men showed a grade school to "qorhe college" ratio of
about 1 : 1.5; for Older men, a much stronger education effect appears in a 1 : 3

ratio.,, For the Mobility Project population (including females) under 35, this
ratio was reversed in direction to 1 : .9,: with young persons .having 0-8 'grades
of education the most likely group to Migrate. or those over age 35, the ratio

1. was about 1 : 1. 2,, a Considerable reduction .in evidence 'of an age-education inter'-
,

'action effect. .

. .

Although the data presented by Lansing and. Mueller on migrants originating
in ARA development areas does not permit dire.ct comparison of age- or ethication-
specific mobility rates; they do state that moves from rural depressed counties
are made disproportionately by the younger, better educated-malea..2Many of these,
highly mobile young men are presumably college bound or in the military and, hence,
would turn up very infrequently in training programs fnr the disadvantaged. In

contrast, while young high school graduates dominated the manpower training
population numerically, they moved at a. rate. barely greater than that of young

high school dropouts (58..8% 58.2%) or of older workers with a maximum of eight
grades (56. 6%). While it may be argued that the younger.persons had acquired
an additional. competitive advantage in the home area through training, thereby.
causing older trainees to .move in order to work, the complexity of the phenomenon

!defies. the simplicity of the assertion, as we observe when wages, unemployment,

NgleOell...I*MCIWVMIII.wal1

.112Lc1. , p.,43

, pp, 310-314

113

.
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a, conditions of employment, and use oi,training oh thee job are coMpared.'.., 7
. . , . .

Among movers, those who had completed-high schoolwere least likely to
become returnees not only in!the -first year, but also in later time Periods,

. ___-- .

HoWever, the diffeerences In likelihood otreturp following one--yeaf-of residence
in a demand area pre not as large as short-term digerenees. Two educatiOtr-

\. related factors maybe at.work here. In.the short.-run (i.e.; first year after.
relOcation), persons with more education may have an advantage in making
adjustments, requiring the 'assimilation of new inforemationand worklife .exPecta-
tions. In addition, the less educated mover is' :likely to be older, and (see section'
:WWIN anct'TitleTV clients) more likely to have been alit/el/are recipient with
multiple economic handicaps. a

, .

Differentiat training opportunities may.alsO' be affecting remigratiOnratep,
As will be demonstrated, persons trai ed inlechnical occUpations where skills
area -et readily transferable (e. g. , -co puler programmer, tax .asaesSar, engi
neering survey _aide) were most likely't ri:dgrate and to remain in:the demand
areas until follow-up. The educatiOnally disadvantaged; were least likely to have
been trained in-these occupations.

In..,spite of multiple handicaps, 'nearly 70\ipercia of the less ethiCated relocafeea:
remained in the demand area at°14N.asE one year,. as compared with 80.'percent ofy
,high school graduates. Pee 'rable the difference important inP -
terms of predicting whOMightbe stable relocatees, it'may also be thought of as
indicating new direCtions.for;migration.adjustment Counseling. (An 'example of ,

the coordination of efforts by divArse agencies to enhanoe employment and mobility
success.of the disadvantaged is presented in a subsequent cdmpaison of-WIN and .
MDTA cl?eritele.)

7

3. Sex
Y.

O P

Although allall types of mobility have been obs.erved cc; be higher among men than
women.,'iniufficientdata have begn4available to estimate the extentto which this
is. accounted for by differences in occupational, distribution and/or employment
continuity. However, geographic piobilitylis only?slightly higher for men, in
spite of their greater likelihood of being in high mobility. occupations.

,

Sex-specific mobility rated for the project population are: ,males 58.8 percent,
females 53;1 percent. ..2 The ratio ofthese proportions (1.1: 1. 0) is the same as
that reported in a \;recent ten -year fcillow-up of.OntotiagOn County, Michigairf,' high

.
0 1

,.school youth. 3

lPaines, 1970, pa
15 I. V6., t

4, irr' . I

2 yc # ..
Due to differential response rates by sex and mobilitirshould be borne n.. ._ .

mind that analyses utilizing, respondent data alone .rellec,t a 62. 5% to 52. 9%
. (1. 2 : 1,.0) ratio /of male to fernalernob4ility. 1

1
s

.

3Jon H. Rieger, ,I, Allan Bee gle, and Philip Ns Ftiltoh, 'Profiles of .floralYou_th.Lyiand Social Mobilit , .(Michigai,State University,_A Decade of
Agricultural Experiment Station Research Report.178, January, 1973), pp..10,:t 12,

116109
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The patterns of denivild area retention, (See Table V-6), .and of remigration
indicate that females are only half as likely as males to remigrate after the first
year (8% 16%), although early flow-back rates are more. similar (20% for females,
22, 5% for males). It appears that growing employment opportunities in secretarial
and Medical fields (which formed the bulk of training opportunities fore females)
combined with demand area marriages to reduce reniigration of females,- Hence,
although female,' were somewhat more likely to be lang-term, relocatees, this is
due to a greater likelihood of staying in' the demand area (72% : 61%) rather than
to-long-term return to the.home area:

Marital Status and Dependents"

Relatively little information has been available on thobility according to Marital
or family status. One 1954 study' suggests that-age, skill level, and "other consi-
derations" are more important .determinants. HoweVer, PalMe's work covered
the period 1940 -1949 and, although women displayed., relativelyhigh labor.force.
participation rates during the 'first half of that decade, immediate, poStWar policies
.oldisplaceMentin.favor of returning veterans, as well as accelerated geographic
mobility, provide a poor context for the obServation of mobility according ta.sex
or marital status.- 't

. I

In general, we 'might expect .to find higher rates of mobility ainong.,single than
married,personi on the .basis of differences in age, depth. of community ties,

.

a'sset position, etc.. At the least, it woUld seen" that single people would more
.readilyaccept relocation aid, i.e. , would be easier to serve.-

Just overlalf (52%) of the population were-married at-the time .of -program ---.

contact'. An additional seven percent had been married at some time, while about
i4,1percent. had never been. married. Among respondents the proportion..Married
was the same, with 39 percent single and 9.percent widowed, .divorced Or separated...
Fifty- eight percent of single persons relocated; the rate for those married and
residing with spouse was O.. 9 percent. Of persons separated, widowed, Or
divorced; 47.4 percent relocated. 2

AlthoUgh respondents displayed a tendency toward declining mobility with
increasinge&ponsibility for dependents, this is not" true for the entire study'
population-r-whea.e-we abs-er ve4he-highest-mobility-rates -among- thas-e-with-th-re-em
and four dependents;

Persons with no other dependents a-re overrepresented among nonrespondents,
yet these display a curiously low rate of known mobility. While immediately
subsidized movers were generally easier to locate for interview than were local
placements who had subsequently moved (hence, the tendency to observe low
mobility raps 'among nonrespondents), it is possible that this particular group is

'Gladys L. Palmer, Labor Mobility in Six Cities (New York, Social Science
Rasearch Council, 1954) p. 133. - ,

,,,
..

S.
.. ,

2As indicated in Table V-7 the proportion of the total who claimedsonly them-, .

selves as dependents is the same as that for never married persons. .Due totilie----,
all-inclusive use of the term dependents (i.e. , children or other close relatives
who depend upon the client for support), these may not be the same 41 percent.
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overrepresented and its mobility rate understated among nonrespondents. Although
we have no said indications that lack of secondary information sources was concen-
trated in this group, their presumed youth and disproportionate nonresponse
representation should be kept in mind.

In addition to a low initial migration rate, widowed, separated, and divorced
movers had a high' first-year flow-back to the home area (z2170: They were nearly
one and a half tithes more likely to return in the early stages of adjustment than
were married (21 %) or single (22%) movers. It would appear that the economic-
and psychological burdens often associated with the loss of:a marriage partner. may
also inhibit adjustment to the challenges .of migration.

It is interesting, however, that this group,. once the early period in the demand
area was past, was highly stable- in migration terms, with,only,6.2 percent return-
ing after the first year. It would appear that if the success of the ina.tia.l adjuatinent
toca new environment could be enhanced (through concentration ofsupportive
services both before and. after the move); the widowed, divorced, or separated
mover -could become a more stable relocatee. Qn the other hand, the low propor-
tion, of such persons who chose to move may indicate a. realistic assessment, on
theirparts, Of the difficulties involved.

The very close correspondence between remigration rates of single and
married persons (See Table V-8) runs counterto our initial.expectations which
presumed *t, on the one hand,' single movers might prove somewhat footloose;
while, on the other hand, it was argued that married movers might become
econornicallytrapped in the demand area, lacking the resources to remove a large
household to the home area. Neither argument finds .support in the data. ,In'More
positive terms, it was also 'reasoned that married movers would benefit dis propoi-

.tionately in the adjustment to relocation due to ; 1) personal maturity and 2) the
supportive 'effects of family life. Although these factors were undoubtedly at work,.
single relocatees-may have found compensating aids in adjustment. In any case,
the expected dramatic differences in retention rates failed to materializein the
data when only marital status is considered.

A somewhat different picture emerges when we consider number of dependents
in the mover's household. The highest retention rates are associated: with four

_de.pencliitts.4including...the_relo.catee.),and_th_e_lowest_w iii mote Ah_a_n_four A ga
the argument concerning the entrapMent of large 'households does not appear to be
supported.

.

It was thought that some remigratiOn of heads of 1 rge families may have
occurred within the first month, due to. inability to d adequate housing. There
is'some limited support in the obseriation that of, the 16 short-term returnees .

with six dependents, seven (44%) returned within one month. However, over three-
.

quarters of short-term returnees with:seven or More dependerits remained more
,

than one month in the demand area.
Mobility staff readily concede that housing is a major barrier tolhe--mobinty of

larie families. Housing shortages in large city demand areas such as Milwaukee
andpetroit are cHtical.1 IrvacIditioi, households of four or fewer are more easily'

'Marquette, which was also a demand area, has a' severe shortage of adequate
housing in the city proper.

V
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J.

accorrrinodate in one al; two bedroom apartments, which form the bulk of newer
housing in areas. Roomier flati, houses, and apartments may be more
readily available in medium and small towns or industrial suburb's.

Given these constraints, the extensive efforts of demand area coordinators
to secure adequate low-cost houding, while not universally st!ccessft4, are

ci generally believed.to have been a determining factor in making the relocation of
large famines poss.ible at a.11. The rates of long-term retention in the demand

----a-rea-,--wh;.1-e-showing_wide variation by houiehold sizei also indicate that about
7 in 10 large (i. e. , 5 or more persons) families stayed for a year or more.
(See Table V-9)

5. °Other Indicators, of Income and Welfire

Dur;ng the period of the Mobility Project; median family income..increased
substantially in most Upper Peninsula counties. For purposes of comparison
with antecedent incomes of the study population, median incomes for four U. P.
counties are presented below, 1

County

Alger
keweenaw
Marquette
Ontom

195 9 Median
Family Income

,$5 028
3,952
5, 022
4, 736

1969' Median
Family Incothe

$8,014
4,809
8,562
8,421

Since, prior ye, 3 income of 'the client population refers to various years
.froin 1964 to 1971, t.t.a figures presented are not .directly comparable. However,
the distribution of client family incomes is heavily concentrated at or .below. the
1959 county medians cited.' (See Table V'-10) Of the 2,054 persons reporting,
57 percent had :(family) incomes belOw $3, 000, and 91 percent were Izielow $5, 000...
Hence., regardless of the time period,in question, tlile vast majority of clients came
from. familes with incomes below the (rising) county me'd'ians..

Numerous clients reported' receipt of unemployment compensation (UEC,)and/Or*
various cash welfare paynients during the year prior to training or mobility. Among
respondents, -2-98 (-1-9:-am re paled Tame- =income, ail 2-912Z%): re.porteddalh

,income from welfare sources. (Comparable data fox nonrespondents is 'not
available.) Although this information was often recorded as a result of referral .of
'clients from the local agencies concerned,' there'is a stroFig presumption of under- .
reporting in client-volunteered answers. The stigma.attached to: receipt of
welfare.paymenes, and even UEC insurance, stronger in the supply area paPtila-
tion than 'in More. urban areas, if anecdotal inio_rxn'ation may be' credited.

:Welfare clientst were disproportionately Older and less educated`than the total
group.. Nearly 40 perCent of the respondents over age 34 who had less than a
.ninth grade education were welfare recipients. Most (63%) were married males,
with widowed, separated, or divorced females a weak second (17%). Females were

'Michigan Statistical Abstract, ,(Lansing: MiChigan State University, 1972)
p. 19.r6-6-T a5T. or more detail.)
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slightly more common among total welfare clients served (27%) than among total
-respondents (23%). A ntecendent occupations for this group were strikingly similar
to those for the total, with the exception that operatives and laborers were gene-
rally morelikely.to have been former miners.

The employment histories of the client group varied widely. 'One hundred
twenty..!two respondents reported no previous wage employment whatsoever.
About 26 percent (388) had worked for less than one year, 14'perce.nt for 13 to 24
months, while 40 percent (607) had four or more years of work, history.

The reasons for termination of the last job held prior to training reflect the
. troubled economy of the supply areas as well as the disadvantaged naturegof the

group serveCl. TwentY.Peielif-ortte-terminations were due_to slack work and an
additional 13 percent to outright-sliadoWn-of plants or mines. Fo-rty.--one-ier-ceilt.-27-----.2.
of those who had worked passed directly from employment to training (andluc_e
to mobility), primarily on the following bases: plant shutdown or end of. work season
(imminent), part-time wrik, underemployment (particularly of previously displaced
mine .workers who had a/cepted low-paying jobs below their potential skill levels).
Some persons in,this group had been awaiting training openings for several months.
.and, particularly among the young, filled this time with casual; dead-end jobs--
pumping gas, door-to-door sales, babysitting,, dishwashing, trapping--such as are
available to unskilled youth in small towns. Twenty-eight (2%) had entered the

,...*,military, 61 (4%) became ill or disabled, 143 (9. 5%) left due to miscellaneous .11

..e.asOns, including: ch!aiite:-Of rea idence (these. persons were primarily not heads
:o.f hOuspholds); pregnancy or family responsibilities, firing, -etc.. About nine
Arcent simply said they had quit, with no recorded,explanation.

Antecedent data, based on intake interviews, lacks a precise accounting of
labor force status prior to entry; -instead;, the length of time since last job is
recorded. . Of the 788 persons who bothhad a work history and had not been emplo-
yed, in the military, or in school directly prior to entry, .about 42 percent had not..
Worked in the previous six .rnonths.

'Prior to training a4/or mobility, widely varied occupations were pursued by
rebpondents. However, as Table .V-11 indicates, mobility clients had been
-clustered in relatively low-skill occupational groups.

The pattern of demand area retention according to income\in the premove year
(Table, V7.12) indicates that the few relocatees with incomes over $5, 000 were
cons iderably more likely-to _remain-fe-r-a -year or more. .A ppalerithrhoWev-if,,-,
prior income advantage in the home area (for,thOse.over $5,000, and especially
over $7, 000) is associated with a high probability of eventual return.

Q.

Among relocateed with prior income of less than $5,000 (90%,of all relocatees);
, short-term return rates and long-termreloCations.are very similar. However,

those in the $1,200 to $2, 9t)9'bracket were decidedly less likely to be stayers.

When welfare as.a source of income ii considered, former welfare recipients.
compare favorable., according to the ,"stayer" criterion, with nonrecipients.
(See Table, V-13) They are much more prone to early return, when they return
at all (26% : 21%), but once extablished in the new area, they are decidedly less
likely to remigrate.
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TABLE V-11

OCCUPATIONAL STATUS
LAST EMPLOYMENT EVER HELD PRIOR TO PROGRAM'

. (Regardless of length, of nonworking time --

or nonemployment status if never employed)

Occupation

Professional,

Employment Status 'A of Respondents
I. Mine_ Other Self
[Employees Employees EmployedTotal d

technical, kf-nd-red_______ .1

Managers, officials
and proprietors,
-eXce t farm

17 3 20

1:5

1.3

Clerical

Sales
Craftsman or
foreman

Operative

I.

83 Age

19

Laborer, except
farm
Farmers and farm
managers_

rarm iaborer

109.

44

83 5 5

51- 3.4'

7.6.

2 224,0233

336

Household service NM

II

A

Other serviCes.

Military

Student _f

Unpaid home
production

3.44'. '\,

388 25 8

3 11 14 0.9 ,
0

292 -I *91-- 19-.5

* 87

28

No informs ion

,. TOTAL . 173 1125. . 42 , 1504 100.0

127

1.14i0
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Introduction

I

C. Comparison of`WIN and MDTAClients
/ I

5

/
'; " ,

The Northern Michigan Mobility Project service population vas composed
,primarily of registrants in a 'variety of manpower training and work .ekpe-rience
programs. This population was initially ata severe competitive disadvantage

the increasingly complex industrial world, of the Upp ie--TCir4tlakes Region.
Skills whichmay have been acquired in the extractive' industries, which',
dominate the U. P. , were not readily trvisferrable'to fabricating, manilfacturingi
or service' industries. In constrast to'regions dominated by industries will low
Ail' pyramids and many entry level jobs: (e.g. textiles,.
tobacco. processing, prefabricated wood Products),, the demand areas adja6Ont:
to the U. were characterized by a 'shortage of jobs for unskilled or sernt-

8

skilled Workers:- Iri thee context of demands for`' demonstrated ability to al:lyarice
through lengthy skill lines in technical and craft occupatidas in this a.rea-; 5thes0

./pP. woekersiwere at a disadvantage. Typical ,of high demand kndustrie* in'
the-Upper Great Lakes during the period were: 'machine tool, ship.-building, :.. ,

metal fabricatiOn, medical services; clerical- and accounting, engine_ ering,' design
"and devcelopmental induStries, institutional colistruclicin;. automotive repaCtAlf,1Pki4 ,'
technical service industries ..(e. g. , climate dontrol, apOlianae repair, 'col-tip#ter'::4-

,.

support systenis).: .
.0-

, k.,

Vor unskilled workers, rypnility alone (o ..in combination with riontraining
supportive service's) 'could not be seriously- considered as a viable alternatiVe''-

.

to, the status quo.' On, the other hand, retraining without prospect ofemPlayrnent
locally would:be of limited value to Workers. who-were unable to move tojabs
in their new skills. .. . . , ,

11, %

% To deal effectively with the dual problepas of lack of skill and lack of . 1"4

. , employment `gpportunity and their disproportionate impact upon the disadant4g§it2i.'
requires a .u-ique.c.ipability for action. Agencies and indiVidu.als seeking to

J

help such *orkers'to help themselves had to be preparedto toc5)rdinate/effort And 'tv

goodwill. Together, tht worker and.the ,helping agents Undertook Wilterallit. '-`
.,

"do everything at %rice"; illiteracy, health impairments, diecirimination; low
self-espeern, 'lack of 'skills --any one of these problems 'could undo efforts to .

el
eittre-others if-tiye:stritttiops- were-not-so i---simulta-neausir..

1/41

Housed in, and sharing staff with, the Northern Mi-Chigan Skill Center, the
Mobility Project was_iri.a position to'integrate efforts .on behalf of potential
Mability-clients. Awareness of the added strains of adjustment 'bivalved in
relocatfori made the Mobility staff strong' advocates of integratiOn of pupportive
services 'with training, As such, the Mobility Project was not simply qne 'of the
options to be 'considered late in the counseling or training process. Wits role
as catalyst, it brought numerous services and agency representatives to bear
on the problems of the pOtential service population.

The following descriptiorr'of integrated services is an 'example of. the inter
agency cooperation necessary to uupport the efforts of welfare clients to become
self-simporting.

ee

130

1123'



This seotion,,will.examine and describe that groupof clients classified as
WIN (Work.Incentive Program) who had been supported, wholly on in part by

welfare Rinds allocated through 'A FDC (Aid for ;Families with Dependent Children)
and similar sources. They will be compared with the MDTA (Manpower Develop-
ment and Training Act) Students as a. group:in order to point out differences in,
characteristics and result's.

It should be" noted that the Mobility .Project dealt mainly with people who_

had completed vocational training programs. although eligibility depended
simply upon requestiby a referral agency and financialneed, not upon graduation
from a training progratn. Giaduetes of programs were interviewed so that they
would be more aware of mobilitivaid at the time when they were confronted with

job decision's.

The two groups considered here are those whose employability prOspects Were
enhanced by, training. , The starve.y shows that.emong Mobility clients, 94.4 perCent
of WIN students and 98 perc6nt of MDTA studeiits hadcOmpleted training. -In, ....,...

additiOn, 4.4, percent of the WIN students:and 1. 9.percent of MDTA voluntarily.
terminateo,their programs. The'NMU staff experience liAs been that voluntary
terminations usually meant that-the client has -a jakoffer he ciuldn't turn down.

The---fa-dra; Tieing in train'ing may have favorably infilleanced this employment
%. .,.......--...-

Opportunity, , \ le

..
---,

Project ,staff Worked on the Asumplion that WI' clients did not.differ greatly
frbm MDTA in abilities Or goals, but did face greater obstacles Vo their full .,a,,

realization. One tUch.c:listacle was the,adverse judgment the-lable WV frequently.
teiggerect in people who might be involved in. the student's program experience.

i ..

(Such la4elinq as de - emphasized as much as possible.in 1 programs to avoid
discrimination.) . t, lfitiPeeeli:lients were`found among all populations orclassi-
fications of clients. T Is. numbered 358, of whom,149._wpre classified as
WIN. Among all knownown wel a lents, 42 percent were WIN clients and 109.or .

30 percent were MDTA. The r ma re Scattered among all other groups
studied.

r.

Most WIN stud nte ei-re married men with children. The women (43% of tha
grotip)were more likely to be di:forced parents. In comparing families having

dependent bit home at program entry,' it is found that. both WIN and MDTA.

averaged about three children,per hp'usehold asNseen in Table V-14.

.

I . r

k . \ . 4

P.Number of Child, eripsaa&.1.y , WIN MDTA .

.. 1 - 3 67% 76%

c, 4. 5 21% 19%

6 or more 12% .6%

T. A15LE
.

,



Among the unmarried, the .yo anger members who belonged 71.;o AFDC familes
were likely to be high school dropouts, although recent high school graduates not
yet over 18 could be referred, The youngoplr who were school dropouts were

'generally more interested in vocational training than,,in educational upgrading.
However, their academic skills were often.ubstandard. 'These deficiencies
Were corrected according. to need, _motivation, and ability, through basic educa-

.

tion.programs geared tou-wort-their vocational training and/or to help them
pass the high school equivalenCY test; the GED. It was not unusual to have clients
whose only goal, while.at the. SkillCenter, was to pass the GED test ')ecause either
a job or training, such as lic_ensed practical nurse, required a high school diploma
or its equival-The Skill Center's Basic Education Department was highly
successful-in GED preparation as the record shows:

Total number tested: 188

Number passed: 135 or 72%

Number failed: 13 or . 07% (and completed test)

Number incomplete:I 40 or 21%

A basic education program was made a part of.tlie training coinponent for WIN
clients at the Skill Center, in recognition of educational need. They.were less
likely to have had a high school education than were MDTA clients. Table V-15
cOrnpares' the highest level 'of education, attained before program entiy.for both
groups.

A

TABLE V-15
PREPROGRAM EDUCATIONAL .ATT INMENT 0 WIITANDMTA

MOBILITY CLIENTS

WIN
Number Percent.

Less than 8th grade completion
Completed 8th grade but less than

high school completion

imp./.2± high school

TOTAL

MDTA
Number Pecent

16 10. 8 29 03.1

65 43.9 226 24.2.

67. 679 72.7.

148 16.0.,0 934 100..0

Basic education s-ervldes were under-represented 'in the survey because they
were' not .0 ompletely :recorded in all files or were sornotithes assigned to the .
"general edudation" category, which more closely paralleled counseling, On the
basis of the hard figures that are available forthos.e.wl. WIN

6

4, 'Among these counted as 'incomplete, 'over half (58%) had passing 'scores at
the time they left.the program. The remaining 17 persons (42%) had low scores
and did not continue with testing because they had little expectation of passing.

132



students averaged about 76 hours .of basic education while MDTA students averag
45 hours. The number of hours attended ranges, from 10 to over 100, About 79

percent of WIN students received more than 50 hours, compared tv 39 percent for

MDTA, ,Similarly, approximately 37 percent of WIN students received 100 or more
hours of basic education while 12 percent of MDTA students appeared in that

category.

- Much of this)time was devoted to general upgrading in vocationally related math
skills for all clitritg. A pproxirrraterly73-pe-rcent-required-bas-le- lite-ra-cy-ins-try;ction,

while many of the 'students attended for the purpose of earning a high school equi-

valency certificate. The results for the last group areas follows:

Less than High School 'Gained GED Percentage of
Educational Preprogram During Program . GED Success,

WIN 81 '39 41. 1

MDTA 155 54 343 8

The above differences in success reflect general differences in policies. The

experience of. the WIN,referral agency resulted in emphasis on the need,forcontinu-
ing educational upgrading as Well-at-l.o-FaTiii1, training for their clients-;',whose
programs were planned accordingly.

As the following examples indicate, Skill Center staff has observed that the
personal satisfaction and self-esteem among students were strongly enhanced by
educational achievements, as well as by other educational upgrading successes.'
One of the first persons in early programs' to pas the GED test was a WIN weldor
trainee who was 'so elated. that, forgetting his, customary classroom reserve; he

aaurprised instructor and gave her a hearty kis.s.

The basic education instructors found that the school dropout typically undetrated
his' ability. 'His experience had convinced hind that he was "toci dumb" to, learn in
school where he felt that teachers had had little time 'for him. One trainee,' when
shown the basic math iirogram he *would need for welding, said, in obvious 'disgust,
'Tractions: ,Yee, that's why I quit.s,chool." After a short period of Individualized
instrtiction, he discovered-he was very successful and became a diligent student.
,This was observed by instructors. tó be a Common experience among trainees, one . "

which seemed to ,generate deep satisfaction regardless of the level of instruttion--
it was .certajnly not limited 'to those working for a GED. . ,

.Typical of the older student who never completed high school was a woman of

fifty years,* who Came to the NMU Skill Center for nurse aide training. It was
evident to the basic education instructors that her chances for passing the GED

.examinations were excellent ('on the basis of routine testing); but,she had to Ize
convinced. Such 'a .prospeCt had never occurred to her, she said, and she didn't
want to interfere with her vocational training. She was -assured that she Was
indeed capable of doing both and'advised to think it over. After several discussions
about, exactly what was involved,. wlie determined to try, passed with good scores,:
and said' "I never even thought about getting something like this at my,age. I

know one thinv.My family is going to be proud of .me and I sure thank you for
steering me into it. " By attaining a,GED oertificate,' she has also become eligible



for .hospital training 'as an LPN, and hence, further employment advancement,
Her plans include .both.

. Another instance of the personal benefits derived from no more than an upgrad-.
ing of b sic math skills -- bearing in mind that the primary pUrpose of the instruction

eet the requirements of vocational training-?-was expressed by a young man
who he had alWays been very "poor in figuring anything,thai had to do with
numbers; aria--histh6r-in-laW river let him' forget V. He told us that one' of the
hes_t_thing Lerxellisfp.e.ned_to_llirri_was
played ca ds, something hiThadn't been able to do bVfore.,

Throu bout the program, the basic`-education staff observed a behavior pattern,:
that begannwith expressionsof self - doubt blend-6444th a. mi tuce-of-apprehensiOn
and hope ielding' finally to sentiments of self.,-approval an an awarenesd, of being,,
on a more qUal footing with.those having the advantage of being high school -- .

graduates... . .
...,.=.:i.:

It is bell ved, therefore, that-the education component contributed to sUccessful,--_:.
outcomes fol owing training, directly by contributing to 'the. successful 'completion
of trktikring, and indirectlY:by strengthening a client's perception. ofhimself as a
worthwhile in tvidual with .proven ability to learn and change, This app4ed eo :

students in alt categories, but,was. mine .critical' for the WINS- group. whose formil 4.
education was so far belowthat of the MDTA poPtilation.

When relcic Lion, decisions and retention rates for the groups were pared,
an uneXpeCted attern appeared. I A study ofltrse figures shows tha IN people
Were less lik to move than MDTA clients; however, further calculations -reveal
'that there is little,differOnce in retention rates',43etWeen groups,: It seems

v.? .likely that the fa, tors operating. in decisions to stay in the demand area or..return
horne_rna_y_be sarnere-ga-r-dlessof--giou-p-Affilia t ion. If aLW-IN ckent moved -to
eMployment in a ew area, hi?. was just as likely to stay.(or to return) as the 1vIDTA
clients. (See i ab es .16A and 1611)

With this mi d, it seemed advisable to try to discoVer why theye should be
such a large di fer rice in mobility rates (40.3% to 58.4% for. WIN and MDTA
,respectively). One:hypothesis is that the disadvantaged more ,Often feel they have
less to gain an xno e to lose by leaving their home area. They seem lesi

st.ha'n others..to t ke a Oa-nee on the udknomin;. Finally, they seem to -have variety
of personal problem= theiblOck any consideration okMoving.: If may be that this 2,1

perception of WIN 'cl ents is more a problem of the staff than it is of the clients.
Possiblythere s a s tired lack of confidence between the two, with the esult that
clients. are, not tron ly encouraged to. move..

" A 'Among the IN a d MDTA clients, there is a small subgroup of persohs who
relocated without cash subsidies from Mobility funds. Because of the nature of the
system of ass ig merit o.categcht0s, this subgroup is included in the first table
comparing the i obility. deasions of movers and'nonmovers. However,. the
figures given in' he sec nd table include only the subsidized relotatees in order to
have a between. coup c mparison of iernigration decisions for employment bound
movers only.

'134
s
4



. .

1

TA BLE V -16A
. v,

COMPARISON OF INITIAL MOBILITY DECISIONS

WIN. Clients
Number Percent

MDTA Clients
Number Percent

. wirmIlIMOMWEI~m
44,

Nonrelocatees 99 . 59. 6 339. 41. 6

Subs idized_relnca tee s 10 30.1 487 -. 45.1 '
.

Urisubsidited r,elocatees 17 10. 2 143 13. 3

166 99.9*
ONNIMIlin....11.110111010.110111

1, 079 100.0 .

*Rounding Error

TABLE V-16B

f, COMPARISON OF RiMIGRATION DECISIONS
(Sub lidized Relocatees Only)

WIN Clients MDTA. Clients
Number Percent Number . Percent.

.,
Stayers 32 64.0 313 64.3.

Returnees 18 . .36.0 174 ' 35.7

Totals 50. 100.0 . 487.' 109. 0
' . .

Mr.. H. is a successful WIN. relocatee whose case illustrates the' burden of
health and financial problems which so often resulted in the need for welfare. Mr.
H. has not been .defeated, in his struggle for a sound econ
fs.ce,d and overcome "more than_his- share. of'pro ems; " His case history; like
others_that-tollow,--faIrs- to support the theory that having a variety of problems
iiars any consideration of moving. In reading-the three' following histories, it will
be seen that the .spport of 'the Mobility counselor in the demand area played an
important part in the adjustment of the relocatees.

Ann L. was one of three members. of her family who particiapted in WIN

programs. The father, of this AFDC family, a man in Door health, has not worked
since 1963. Although he graduated from a Title V upholstery course, he never
founeemployment,at home and no longer looks forowork. The other family member
is currently holding ajob as an aide in the vocational departMent of a public school:
in the Upper Peninsula and appears to have a,promising future.

.V.

John T. was unemployed, heavily in debt, and a heavy,drinXitt When he was
referred to training by the department of Social Services. Relocation followed
graduatia and continuing help from a Mobility counielor contributed to his present
success, (Text, continued-,- following Case histories)
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CASE HISTORY: M. H.

M., H. , radio-television repair trainee, has without a doubt.had more than his
share of problems within the past fiVe years. Although it had been a tough struggle
in the beginning .nonths of his relocation, he has made a new life for himself and
is in the position of enjoying more financial prosperity than he. ever. dre'amed
possible...

ra th e d_in_Mow.e.env_Pennsylvania.,a sm all-c.-oal-zininin
town very much like the small town near the copper mines where' e lived in
northern-Michigan. He did not complete high school, hut completed his-'GED after
his relocation. Before his training he worked on a number of different jobs, none
of which offered real security for hsi family of nine. He was'a4member of the
Armed. Forces. Signal Corps from 1944 to 1946. Before attending.. classes at the .

Area Training Center, he was an automobile salesman. He made very little money
on this job and was eventually laid off. M. H. is basically a very indugirious and:
aggressive perion and helearned good selling skills while working as an automobile
salesman. Unable, however, to sell himself into another job; he had no other al-
ternative than to go on welfare. The Houghton County Department ofiSocial Services
recommended him for training at the N. M. Skill Center. He was. limited in the
type of work he could do since he suffers fromiamild case 'Of silicoSis due to
.working in the mines. For this reason,he took radio and televis ion repair training...
During-the time of his training, .a riaost tragic incident occurred. His wife died.of
a cerebral hemorrhage. He tried everything possible to keep his family together,
but he had no means of support for them.and it was necessary, that his seven
children be left with various friends and relatives. After completion of his training,
his problems were aggravated by the fact that he was unable to find employment-in
northern. Michigan. . Ultimately he relocated to lower Michigan in search of good--
paying job and for medical assistance for his two children, required specialized
medical care-.

Relocation occurred at a time when lower Michigan was experiencing high
unemployment and layoffs. However,. the lower. MicHgancoordinator.was able to
make a plea to a major industry on the basis of his proVernti, with the result he
was hired over several hundred people on their waiting list,

.
..;

There was a new housing project nearby which was part of the area Urban
Renewal where M. H. was fortunate in-obtaining a new four-bedroom, ranch-type
home for only $200 down with payments of only $20 per month, Until his house was
completed, the people he roomed with were very helpful and gave him two month's
rent free. Within a very short period of time he had his family together-again and
has been able to,hire a very fine housekeeper to help with the children. Two of his
children are afflicted with serious illnesses' that necessitate hospitalization for both.

.
M. H. .hap overcome a real poverty situptionas well as other proMerns.. From

a monetary point of view, this can be attributed to the .fact that he is working after.
noons in the factory and gets more television repair work.mornings and weekends.
than he can handle. The children have all made excellent adjustments and like the '

schools and area they are living in:
M, H. often Speaks of the very good training and cOunseling he received at,the
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'Area Training Center but feels he would never live in northern Michigan again
because of memories. He says his only desire in life is to give his children a
decent living, and make life as easy /Or then as possible.

CASE HISTORY: ANNEA..
.

, Anne L. is, to our judgement, the relocatee whOse life style underwent the
ireatest change, an the leas t.amOunt- of time. Anne-tras-.19-y-ea-rs of age at the time
of her move. DBefore relocation she wore extreme dress 3 and spend most .of

her spare. time riding motorcycles. Anne's alder sister Lived in a suburb of

Detroit, and was astrong.influence in her decision to move to lowerMichigan...
Aside from the fact that Anne had been unable to find employment in northern
Michign after graduation, there was a strong family codcern due to the fact thdt
Anne had associated herself with frierids considered by the fainily to be undesirable.
Anne, a member of a WIN family, gives her reason for moving as the means of

making a'living for herself, si.n.ce her parents are very poor with six other children:
to support.

We had some doubts at first that Anne would be hired- because of her ins is teftee

upon unconventional attire and her rebellious attitude toward the notion that heir
appearance might affect her chances of emi..loy,rnent. Somewhat to the, dismay of
the Mobility counselor, Anne would arrive for job interviews dressed either in
slacks or in very short dresses with low necklines. However, after several inter-
views and competency tests, she was hired by a large utility company. She soon
gained the poise and Self-Confidence that, together with her skills, helped her to
realize that she need not fear personal or financial insecurity in the future.

A-nnes-res-ponse---to-the-new-e-xpe-
,

the community was gratifying to those
much happier than she had been in the
had made, some of the exciting things
was,-full of plans for the future.

who knew her. She was vibrant and obvioudly
past. She told. us of many new friends she
she would do at lunchtime add evenings, and

The sister with whom Anne ham' lived during the .first few weeks after her relo-
cation,had begun plans to move from the trailer that housed her family of five to
another area closer to her husband's place of employment. Because of the
convenience oftransportation by bus to her job, 'Anne did not wish to move. It was
her good fortune that 'a new nearby apartment building was in the completion stages
and Anne, one of the first.applicants, was able to take her choice of apartments.
Although we felt the rent too high for her salary, A nix was not bothered and felt it
would work out. She began to make sacrifices by taking her, lunch to work and
making her own clothes. Being artistic by nature, she had the ability to do a lot
with,little in terms of material necessities. By this time, Anne was well othek
way. She had attracted several very nice friends and was seriously dating a young
college graduate who was employed as a chemical engin er.

During our first visit to her apartment, it seemed hat Anne had become a
completely different person within the year since her arrival. She thanked us for
`our patience with her and wanted us to know that if it had not been for the training
and relocation assistance, she would have never had these chances. She was now.



excitedly making, plans for "her wedding.

Although no ,'.onger employed, Anne promises to be an'asset to her community.
She and her husbAnd have 'purchased w three-bedroom, brick colonial home in a
suburban ara. She and.-her sister are often together, 'enjoying one anothei's
company very much. Anne is busy painting, readings and visiting places of interest
in Detroit: A strong desire to cultivate her natural creative talents will be fulfilled
when she attends art classes as she is planning to do.'

We feel that Anne's working experience provided her the opportunity to blend
into a life-style that previously had seemed unattainable. As she -learned to
appreciate und respect the contributions of others, she learned to appreciate her
own worth and to develop the 'potential she had always possessed.

a .

CASE HISTORY: JOHN T. Z.1

/Sohn T. lived, with his family in a small rural community of.abbut '600 people
before his relocation to lower Michigan. The family home was a duplex in poor
condition. Unable to.find employment in his home area:, he had accumulated almost
$2, 000 worth of unpaid bill's. He .had worked in a mine at under ground timbering
at one time but was laid .off and never recalled. Since he had no special skills of
any kind, be was referred to the Area Training Center by the Department of Social
Ser'Oces. In May, 1966, he graduated from a vocational program, prepared to hold
his '6'wn in the competetive job market. The fact that he was again unable to locate
a job in northern Michigan did not disturb him too much because he had considered
the possibility of -relocating if necessary. He also felt that relocation would give
his two sons some of the opportunities not avalable to him in his youth.

He obtained a good job in major l industry utilizing is traille company
offered gcod salary-, opportunity for Advancement,, and excellent benefits... Sohn
has advenced steadily during his seven years with the company.. He. found a very
nice thret-bedroom, brick ranch-type home in a' desirable suburban neighborhood
that was available for a:low down payment. His wife was insistent upon.living as
far away from the Pity as possible and he was fortunate in finding the ideal location.
it took them almost two, years to furnish the home sine they were required. to pay
cash for the furuiture because of the bad credit rating. The project coordinator
made arrangements for him to consolidate his,bills, making it possible for him to
'establish credit at a later date." Those early months f011owing relocation, were
difficult ones that entailed Many-sacrificeS which ultimately paid off.

.Before the: move John had become,a heavy drinker. He had been hospitalized
twice because of an ulcer. After his move, he found himself busy with important
things to do. Most importantly, he was trying to save 'as much money as 'possible
ill order ,to give his boys a college education. He is determined his boys will not
encounter the problems he had in the past.

Mr. * T. recently converted his full basement into a .beautiful recreation room
complete with pool table and a well-Etocked bar, but says he seldom bothers with,
the alcoholic beverages unless entertaining friends. He considers the 'Skill Center
staff to be directly responsible for,making him a successful man and responsible
citizen,
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He has alsio been an inspiration to other from northern Michigan 'who have -

moved, He calls our.office.occasiona o inquire about any relcicatees froril his

.home, or.,classmates who Might have arrived. We put him in touch with.a

. friend from northein Michigan who liked the neighborhood John:was living in and

'subsequently bought a home in the same area.' This illUstrates an important point,

Which is that the 'success of one rnocatee cad have an advantageotia outcomes for

another..

. Work histories reveal that MDTA people usually had enjoyee more advantageoUs

position than WIN clients in terms of preprogram emPloyfnent, Table V-17 repre-

sents only categories .comprising three.percent or more of either group.

In' correspondence with occupational"standing, an examination of preprogram,
hourly wages for both groups shows only 25 percent of WIN, compared with 45

percent of MDTA., had earned over $2. °Wan hour.

.:Table V-18 shows the participation of both grotips in e 11 most commonly' dhorien

training courses and the total respondent.participation., MDTA clients were more

like the total survey popUlation than.WIN.clients. Three courses not listed accounted

for 13 Percerit of the WIN clie,nts: licensed practical nurse (4,2%); check-out cashier

(4..9%), and small gas engine repair "(4.2%).

Turning to postprograrn employment differences, only one-third of, WIN trainees...

left their home areas while over half of the MDT.A population were movers., Inthe

general population', movers were found-ln a more favorable economic position than
he outco es fOr WIN andMDTA, sugges-

ting that their postprogram wage differences may be as much the result of mobility

decisions as personal differences.
1,O:cational training was more likely to be used on the first job in the demand

than tla supply area by a ration of 89 percent to 71 percent in the general population':.

of respondents. This compares with 82 percent for MDTA and 77 percent for WIN.

A similar situation:is found in reasons for leaving first jOba, with WIN clients

more often having been fired or laid. off. (like the nonmovers) and MDTA more likely

to have resigned (like the movers). The inference here is that resignation Means.

the worker has other choices available in the job market.. The picture was repeated
in last job response proportions for those. who were fired or laidoff, but was
reversed for resignations. Here we find 'almost twice as many.job terminations
.attributed to resigning among WIN as among MDTA respondents. Age and sex,.
differences may account for this reversal.. The WIN groUp included more clients

who were,.. at program entry, over 41 years old (22%) than the MDTA group (15%)

and over_twice as Many who were over 51. Some of the older clients may have sub-

sequently retired. Likewise, 43 percent of WIN clients were female, compared with

21 percent, of MDTA clients. Women who married were likely to leave the labor force

to becomthomema,kers. It seems probable then, that the higher percentage of

resignatans for 'WIN (9.2%) than for".MDTA. clients (4. 9 %) On the last job are related

to age and`sex differences between groUps..



Cy TABLE V-14

COMPARISON OF PREPROGRAM OCCUPATIONS

.

WIN IviD TA
,

--7-.-.0% 5.8%

Sales,

operatives
(except mine)

4.2

14.2

3.0

17.3

Service 29. 1 18.0

Lalior 23. a 23. 1

Students. 4..9 6.3

Homemakers 3.5 - 1, 9

Mine Operatives
9

2.1 4.6

O.

TABLE V-18

COMPARISON OF TRAINING COURSES

COURSE TITLE % WIN TRAINEES % MDTA % ALL TRAINEES

StenOgraphy 8 '9% . 15.5% 16.9%
Welding 16.3 13. 7 13.8
Machine Tool 3 12. 4 10.6
Auto Mechanics 7. 0 10.4 10. a*
Engineering Aide, ,

Surveyor . 1. 4 . 7.6 5.8
Radio, T. V. Repair 4: 2 3.5 3.9
Diesel Mechanic , 7 CI 3; 9
Auto Body Repaii . 2.8 '4.1 3.9
Tgui Assessor. O., 0 9 3.4.
Electrical Appliance

Repair 2.8 3,6 3.3
Data PrOces sing 1.4 3. 3 '3. 1
All; Others* 31.0 17, 3 21..2

*For the general population of all trainees, none of the re aining courses
accounted for as many as three percent of the trainees,
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Present labor force status for the two groupi and for the total population of

respbndents is reporte in Table V-19.

The 77 percent employment rate for WIN clients indicates that member 'ofthis
group, previously depended upon welfare funds, have moved into the labor force
in substantial number4.. Their record parallels that of the more advantaged MDTA
comparison group so that, although they have not erased the differences in their
-respective occupation positions, they-have narrowed the gap considerably thranghl
vocational training, educational gains, and mobility.

k.

TABLE V-19.

COMPARISON; OF CURRENT LABOR .FORCE STATUS

.MDTA

Unemployed 14.82h: 8.5
I (21) (79)

Trainee 0:0 0.6
(0) (6)

: Not in Labor Force '20.3 1.2.5
(30) (116)

Erriployed 65.5 78.4
. (97) (731)

TOTALS (148) . (932)

EMployment Rates 77.-0%* 90.2%*

TOTAL POPULATION

9.'1
(137)

9

14.2
(213)

76.7
(1150)

(1500)

*Number of employed divided by the total numbers of employed plus unemployed.'
0

One of those who faced a cons ide..-able gap was. 'Jim S., whosck.case history
follows, Bridging this gap was an expenSive procedure; the cost of ,Jin S. Is educa-
tion and training is among the largest investments ever fostered by the existence
-Of the,comprehensive manpower services available through the Skill Center, WIN,
and the Mobility Project, Therefore, an account of that. investment and its returns
follows the case History. .

CASE HISTORY: J.

A well '-groomed man of about 36, Jim S. stood shyly at the threshold of the
classroom, head ducked down iti obvious embarrassment. He didn't enter the
large, plain, room. where 20 to .30 en sitting at rectangular tables wese working
with open math books and plentiful Applies of scratch paper, writing, erasing,
comparing notes, apparently helpin one another, or checking their problem
solving with plastic covered answer sheets. The instructor greeted JIM, who had



.reg 'Oared the previotiS day, and introduced herself. When4hey-srotikliands, a brief
up drd glance and smile ..revealed laugh wrinkles at. the corners of his troubled eyes.
"Is this where. I take some kind of reading test?" I can't read.:" The last three."
words were nearly inaudible. "Let's see what you carrdo, " she suggested. She
told the math group She. would return shortly and heard a few "okts"as they conti-
nued to work-with concentration.. . C

During their short walk to a small room spatsely equipped with a single table
and two chairs, the insWTtic or .assured-nm that he wouldn't haWnythuiglie
couldn't do, bueshe wanted to find out which words he did recognize. "Hardly, none, "

. was his answer, He was righ.' Slowly and painfully he expoSed the extent of his
reading. ciisability by saving aloud six short sentences comprising a total of 13 words
that might well have been read with ease by a first grade student. Both knew his
:performance could hardly be Galled readinj because his rate was about 2:0 words a
minute and recognition was uncerta.in. Twenty years had-elapsed since the elemen-
tary school frOm which he had emerged a nonreader. During the following .

years, his experiences with the world of written words had diminished to a point
where the sight Of words evoked no spontaneous decoding respOnses but had_simply
faded into an unheeded visual background. His difficulty was not surpiraing. to the -------
instructor, but those few moments of evaluation represented an experience so
deeply dreaded that it had taken all of Jim!s courage to agree to participate in
program (Title V, Basic Education and Prevocational) requiring an assessment of
his educational skill levels. He later said that he had "viewed. each activity Of the
24 hours since registration as a step bringing him closer to an ordeal, to what
seemed to him a public and official acknoArledgement that he alone among all these
Men was unable to read or write.

Jim had attended-school through.the sixth grade and had married early. He was
the-iather-of-teri-eltildren, ranging in age from four to fourteen, who could not be
supported by hie. earnings as a truck driver, it $1.75 per hour, on jo s that were
never permanent. He had no vocational skills to offer and dived in a ounty where
the unemployment rate was chronically high.. Like all students in'the p_rogram, he
received ADC.-U, aid to dependent children for unemployed heads of households,
welfare.

In spite of these disadvantages, Jim was -a man who attracted the trust and
respect of/his community, with results that sometimes dismayed him. One year
he. had been chosen,to serge on his local school board and at each board meeting
had -en,dured the possibility of complete humiliation, should his illiteracy be
'disbofrered. This was a dread that never quite disappeared because he never knew .
who/-besides his wife, realized that he.could neither kead or write.. He habitually
took what refuge he could in self-effacement and successfully resisted the efforts
of staff and students to.assign him formalized' eadership roles during.his tenure
at the training center, thereby disturbing successive Department of Social Services
employment counselors. tikethe Istudents and staff, however, they learned to
respect his good-burriored integrity and depire for. a certain d'egree of privacy.

This was th 'man whoBegan a two-year period of remarkable educational
accompliShrrient.with two other illiterate trainees who ,gradually formed a stable,
mutually supportive group with a goal that at firtii seemed incredible: they wanted
their high school equivaleucy certificates, .the GED. Although recognizing the
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potential And strong motivation of these students, neither the teachers nor the
Department' of Social Services knew whether 0., not this was possible.. But 4e
latter was able to give the'Men additiOkAal time to be used totally imbad LC education
with vocational' skill training promised ;following the experimental period. Thir
added time was a' critir..al and essential factor; without it, all the. good *ill, desire,
and guidance in the world would not have been,enough.

Jim Spent approximately Ple months attending prevocational as well.as literacy
clasires7bwro-ruit-wa-s finalltra-grnrd-tliai*-fun tirme-burio-e-clucation plan

could be effected which would continue until May 31, 1968, a total of two Aill. years
from program entrance.

The Story,. of those two years --with tines of discouragement or elation, problems
met and solved or unsolved, differences settled, the sharing with one another, time,
help, ideas, and feelingsis beyond the scope.of this report. .,BUt always, there
was preparation, for an progress toward the goal of passing the five-part GED test
before t first of June, 1968, the date marking the end of their allotted time.
Everyt11 g was used from children's text books (for practice with sight words) to
"a series of Encyclopedia Brittanica films on the humanities.. The range in all areas
of study was equally wide. On May 31 of that year Jim and his two Classmates did
succes fully complete the test at the University's testing center. Their accomPlish-
ment-h- s remainida source of deep satisfaction for them and for all whip know them.

R

Tw add a half months later Sim returned to enroll in a machinetdol class that
. .

starte on August 19 and ended 24 weeksslater. . His .final report card showed A's
for all machine tool skills and a .0 in related theory. Evaluations of personal traits
were bove average' in every category except one which, like related theory,
depen ed largely upon his newly acquired reading ability:

.G aduation was a proud affair for, . Jim, his wife and family, and a li-.oet-Ottriendir----
anion students and staff members. This included the Mobility staff, who had
alrea y arranged several interviews for Jirr, the first with a well known industrial
maker of heavy equipment in an area 'outside, of Chicagd.

jirp again left his iamily for job interviews. He failed* to pass the first .physical.
when the examining doctor reported a birth defect in his back even though Jim had
never had any indication of back trouble. For the next firm results were,different,'
and he was hired at a, plant where he felt he might have an even better chance for
advancement in the long, run. Starting wages were $000 an hour with two hours
daily overtime. He has been with the firm for over four years and is presently a
tool and die maker earning $5. 05 per hour and averaging five to nine hours a week
in overtime.

Until his wife and children joined him in the reloCation areaTim lived with Mr
sister-in-law. He .found A large home in a rural area and was able to get the
necessary loan'tteinance its purchase. Retting was never, contemplated. As his
wile'wrote, "I .don't reckon anyone would rent toiaathily our size. Can't say that.
I blaime anyone.' I'd 'have to think ',toyer twee% "

Jim's wife, Anne, always gave him her full and unqualified support. During his
training days (in residence at the Skill Center), Jim was how: only on. weekends
except when Anne became incapacitated by severe asthma attaCks. For six months'
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after beginning work in Illinois, he was home much less frequently. Then,, the
family moved.tb Illinois to find Jim working for a .three-year period oirthe night
shift with all,thr problenis and, adjustments in family routine entailed by that situa-
tion. During all this time., Anne carried more than her sha.re.of the work of rear
a large family under difficult circumstances. She did it with grace And courage'
and love. Now she enjoys some of the rewards of their combined efforts, not the
least being the almost complete relief of the asthma. with which she and one of the
children suffered. She saysshe is "98 perCent bettern'becanse of the services of
the\ allergist she now has. Similar service had not been available in the boMe area.

Together, Jim and Anne have achieved success financially and as parents of
children whose plate lila productive 11,:o6ety is largely secured by employment
success. Pride in this achievement is shared by the education, vocational training,
and Mobility staff who supplied the ways when legislation provided themmeans that
made I. difference: ,

A TaXpayerus Footnote to the Case History of Jini§.
The personal case history of J..S. is the story of a long and costly row:1,154d

to` financial self-iiifficietry. Mr., S. and Iiis,family lisire gained a sense ofeelf-7.
worth. His employer and the steady growthin his wages testify to the value '4f. 3inck!ifir
new capacity as a human resource whose.productivity affects the firm and thi M ` I':
ed'onorny..--As a property. owner and,a wage 'ear e norner, Mr: S. is also a taxpay,..
Perhaps the S. family could never take-a dispassionate view of the,pUblic
of his education, training and relocitian. But we believe that they, as
taXpayers, would be pleased with the following accounting of public 'invest el
them and the public's return on= that investment. -

Whether the services Mr. S. received had been available or not, the fa
would have continued to draw.a minimum of $600 per month in welfare (trafiOle
payinents during the time of- his training. (Figures were supplied by the count
welfare department in thehOine county and are for the ,actual period of Mir, g-rot
training. The maximum would have been about $725.) These payments were_ no
part -of the new investment cost, of .the services provided.

0

Th'e following is a list of costs during the .years of Mr. ,S's inVolvemen4
by theVorthern Michigan University Skill Center records.

1. 100 weeks of basic and general education.(40 hours per week)
*24 weeks of machine tool training (40 hours per week)
124 weeks X 40 hours = 4,960 hours
Current (19664968 average) training costs per training hour: $1.30

4,960 .X,. $1.30 $6,448

j. During machine tool.training,.Weekly incentive, payMents, subsiste'nde
allowance and ,travel:

$61. 75 X 24 weeks $1, 482

Relocation Costs:

v. $ pre-employment interview trip to Chicago area.
8'67.00 relocation of 12 persons 'and household good

$949.00

try
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Totals!

$6448 Direct costs of training
1,482 Incentives, subsistence, etc.'

929. Relocation
$8,859 during 2.1/2 years 4

Tax moneys which were used for,this ;purpose were 'not available for other,.
'purposes such as purchasing alternative goods and services or enhancing the Gross.
National Produtt. HoW long did it ke for Jim S. to free enough tax dollars for
alternative uses (i. e. , other than the irect support of his family) and to cOntribute

to the value of Gross National Product so. that the $8, 859 of net investment in him
was entirely accoented for

th, that'the S. family did not receive a welfare payment after they
beta e self upporting, $6.00 was freed for other uses in the economy. In addition,

Mr. S. 's cont ibution to.Gross National Product is. reflected direc ly in his $3 per
ho r initial w ge.. (Which translates into $120.per week times 4.3 eeks per month =

16 per month. Therefore, in the first eiltm:ithiLog...tiic tILLIe S....

family released a minimum of $4, 800 in tax dollars while contri utink4,128 to
GNP, for a'iotal a-0, 9Z8, or $6,9 mere than the total investment in his education,
training, and mobikity.

This estimate of an'ei ht-mntck ertod is 'conservative due to the facts 4

thati' 1) the lowest welfare figure was used.," and 2) Mr. S. reported considerable
;rove time work.at time-and-one-half rates which, for simplicity, wa deleted from
the 'calculation. Since that time, Mr., S. has steadily increasing wa- es.

These calculations also reveal that, even before payroll deductions, Mi. S.
earned les jmeyagetic.Eingthe backyia'his family could
have colleCted in welfare payments. In order to make up the differenc e, he has

cons is tently worked overtime hours.. . °

Nearly two and a.half years of intensive effort, almost $9 00 in direct costs--
9Fhe idea is more thane little staggering. Eight months to pa back the costs,' and

a famj.ly lifetime its!, S. S. and his ,neighbors to .enjoy the ben fits; and to take pride
,

in the investment and the effort. .

/4

. . .
D. Summary1

1

i

.
.

Between Mauch 14; 1966 and April 6; .1972., the Project directly'
. interviewed 2148 persons from a diversie service p$pulation which consis-s

tealof..MDTA trainees, direct referrals from soci#1 service agencies,
perhIanently displaced miners, 'referrals from NikC, Job Corps',
Mairquette State Prison,# VoaatiOnal Rehabilitati h Service, -etc.. Eighty-.

.
4, .one personsrsons were dropped from the research po ulation for reason of

0 L

death, .incarceration, chronic institutionalizati n, gr current military
.service. 's, Of. the resulting, resear9h population- 'f 20 7 persons; extensive
questionnaires. were completed for 1500 perso . ,T e whereabouts on an
additional 5.10 persons were determined utilizi g seC,Ondary information

4 , dual as friends, relatives and empl yment service personnel.'
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Alt data for respondents refers to tabulafioria from 1500 complete and
4 partially complete interviews. The overall'response rate was 72..6
percent of the active ,popufation.

It Was Thuncl that.60.3..pegrcent (905) of the respondents'were relo-
-d

catees,,,ehble 57.8 percent of the Mobility population relocated, -.With
an average folloy:-,up period of 48t5 months, 60.3 percent of the
respondent relocatees were foundto be in'their relocation site.
Secondary sources reporting on 233 relocatee nonrespondents 'in icate
,a retention rate of 72.1 percentlor that group.

When only the 852 relocatees who had relocated atileast. one year
prior to interview are- consideredrit is found that 76.'6 percent of these
reIocatees remained in tAe demand area atleast one full year.. .Inother
words, nearly 40 percent of all returnees remained in the demand area
at least, one year'before returning to their home area.

Data on wages, employment records, and satisfaction indicate that
the Project correctly.identified those persons in the Project population
who were most in need of relocation (i.e. , those with the lowest proba-
bility of home area, employment success), as revealed by the consistant
disadvantage in the postprogram period displayed by thOse who had.been
identified as in'need of relocation services, but who did not'subsecluently.
relocate (as compared with those' identified as potential local placements'
and whoc.did not relocate).

.WhercharacteriStics of relocatees and nonrelocatees w.ere compared.
trrArcrp)with those for the U. S. Illation, as reported in Census-based data,

it -is found that reloc ion project clients didconforrn to; expected
migratiOn rated based on group characterislie. In particular, the
relative age-specific: mobility rates of. those's:over age 24 are considerably:.
higher than the 'values predicted. by Census estimates. When age /educa-
tion cohorts Were considered, it was found that persons under 35,
having less than eight grades of education, were the gT.oup most likely
to migrate; among. those over 35, -there was a considerable reduction in
the evidente.of an age /education interaction'effect.

Among movers, high school graduates were the least Iikelygroup to
become returnees. However, high school graduates were also the most
likely to have participated in the three most highly technical training
courses, and graduates of these courses were found to have the highest
migration; rates and the lowest return,rates. About 80 percent of all
high school graduates remained in the demand area at least One year,\
while 70 percent of the lesseducated relocatees remained at least one
year.

Males were only slightly more likely to relocate than were females
the total population, with a ratio of migration rates of 1.1 1. O.

However, females are only half as likely as males to remigrate to the
home area after spending one year in the demand area.
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Although there. ,yas only a minor difference in, the relocation rate.S of
married andisingle respondents, those widowed,' separated Or divorced,
were considerably less likely to move.. The latter were also about one
and a'haff times more likely to return to the home area within one year.

.
,

The're is a slight tendancy for relocation and retention rates to...
decline/ for persons with more than three additional dependente; both
rates .reached maxima in the case of three 'dependents.

In spite of the severe preprogram educational and occupational
disadVantages,. and a high incidence of divorce, separation or widowhood,
about-40 percent of WIN tvaine6s relocated, as compared with 58.4
percent for general MDTA. trainees. When gross retention rates for
subsidized (i.e.; employment-bound)relocatees are compared, the two
groups are nearly identical. Sixty -i.--,ur.percent of WIN subsidized
relOcatees and,64.3 percent of MDTA subsidized relocatees became
stayers...

About one fifth of WIN trainees and one eighth of MDTA' trainees
were out of the labor force at the time of the survey; Of those in the
labor force, 77 percent of the WIN group and 90: Oercent.of the MDTA
group were employed when interviewed.
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CHAPTER VI

CLIENT ATTITUDES AND RtACTIONS

TO RELOCATION

A. Introduction

Among the least known factors in,, relocation is the extent to whichmoverS are
.,net losers when financial, gains are weighed against nonfinancial cost. Much
speculation revolves airnd the assumption that relocation often involves per-
:sonal and social dislocation of such severity, that, even in the face of a visible,
and relatively.ceitain stream of net financial benefits available in the new area,
many (or.most) relocatees prefer the home area. Hoviever, the statement that

one prefers hOme must refer specifically to foreseeable t,cost and the subjective
probability that it will be incurred. At the margin, such a assessment will

cause some relocatees to return to ..the home area. To the e' tent that relocation
programs enhance the quility and quantity of informa on available td mobile

::workers, psychic costs may be reduced.
0,

The components of the net personal cost of relocati n include financial gains

or losses, psychic costs (angtiish, uncertainty, fear of t e unknown) and pure

taste factors. There is a tendency, .since psychic costs nd tastes are clOsely

related phenomena, to' plate both 'of them outside of 'the re lni of justifiable
intervention in a' 'free society. Some of the reasoning on th subject verges on

the tautological: one has a positive taste for that which inc s feweit psychic

costs. Hence, even lacking the ethical question, Changing 61 her tastes or psychic

costs would constitute an inefficient use of scarce resources ii the society. I

Sjaastad has. stated die original case with considerable simplicity,, and his

version will be synopsized at the outset. 'In his enumeration,nf the priVite costs

and benefite of migration (i. ea , those accruing to the individualalonea as distinct

from social costa or benefits), nonmoney items are seen as including psychic

costs (or benefits) and tastes (Pure preferences). The indivittual decision maker.

weighs potential monetary gains (or losses) from a potential moveseudiskin-lied

I

'Among those who take this position are: Larry qjaastad, ohs it; lip. 257-259,

and Hani Joachim Bodenhbfer, "The Mobility of Label. and the Theory, of Human

Capital, 't Journal of Human Resources, Tall 1967, 431.448.
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psychic costs and within the framework bf his, tastes. The value of psychic costs
is difficult to monetize, but is viewed as a minor problem since such costs
"involve no resources for the economy and should not be included as part of the
investment in migration." He concludes.:

"Although psychic .costs involve no resource cost, they do affect
resource allocation. Very likely, more migration would take place
if psychic costs were zero for ,everyone. In addition, even if knowl.
edge were perfect, psychic costs would explain the existence of
earnings differential's larger than those implied by the money and
opportunity costs emigration. However, the excessive differentials
would not represent resource misallocation. The optional
.of esources must take tastes as given, and will differ accordin
itszeoplem.efer familiar over strange surroundings. Migration

.,incentive transfers to compensate. for these psychic costs .would be
as inappropriate as transfers to render people indifferent anion
occupations even thou references may eXist. "

If we translate the abbve statements into the specific setting Of subsidized
relocation, what would. it mean? It seems 'to imply that although a policy of
subsidies. to cover the monetary costs of a physical relocation and earnings
foregone during re/ocition would be appropriate under certain circumstances,
extension of the: subsidy to,- in any way, "buy out" the movers' psychic costs or
preferences represents a misallocation of resources.. Resources soused would.
not represent a net increase in welfare

Bodetihofer repeats Spastidos red finition and pursues it in a contradictory
direction, although it is clear throw out ttiat he "agrees" witli:Ojaastad:

"Nonmonetary psychic' costs however -of changing from familiar
to strange.environments -. cannot' be regarded as genuine 'costs from
the economist's point of view, although they possibly appear as an
iMpedimenfto mobility; they do not require .real resources and
theoretically, are rather to be interpreted as a' rent of location lost
with the decision to move, a rent which could also be removed by
perfectly discriminating taxation without affecting resource allocation.
However, policy measures undertaken to create compensatory
incentives so mobility with regard to these inipediments cannot in
any, event operate as a means of optimum resource allocation policy.
Onl insofar as individual preferences do not reflect real factor's
such as climate conditions, etc., but rather familiarity with envie
ronment which would soon a ply also for an new location, could
economic rationale compsastalrimport of bor (nobility. II

This explicit demarcation line,. between relatively stable individual tastes and
factors of familiarity or uncertainty which are amenable to change through
exp6rience or education" is of Major conceptual importance for transfer and
investment policies, including relOcation policy.

---"Tij";;;;Za c it p. 258, emphasis added.
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B. Project Response to Psychic Costs
Arising From Uncertainty

/A &galled marginal analysis of trade...offs between monetary and non-monetary
costs and benefits as they affected migration and remigration decisions is beyond
the scope of this' report, However, the 'necessity to provide guidelines for relo-
cation counseling led directly to consideration of the information investment
functio.9s of the Project. These may be characterized, according' to the typology
of job-search.aCtivities, proposed by Albert Rees'', as intensive rather than
extensive at the individual level. While inputs to Project staff knoWledge of local
and regional employment and living conditions were extensive in nature, employ-
ability and mobility. planning involved subsidized intensive job and community
resource search whenever. feasible.

The mechanics of the process (see Chapter I for more detail) included
continuous sifting of information provided by formal and informalchannels. Both
demand area coordinators and Prbject.based placement specialists utilized this
intelligence to establish.personal contact with sp,ecific employers and community
resources operating in the fields of housing, consumer education, personal and
family counseling and finance. Although the extensive search for potential
employers and supportive services was continuous throughout the Project, a
number of employers in, each geographic and skill area served were in nearly
continuous contact withProject personnel. Such relationships were established
on the basis of positive outcomes in a three-way infortnalievaluation system
which included;the employer, Project-referred employees (and former employees)
and Project staff. The ability of the Skill Center and other training institutions
to supply qualified workers'weighed heavily/in the decisions of some employers
to actively seek Mobility clients as empldYees.2

C. Limitatithas on the.
Analysis of 4ocio-Psychchogical Factors

This research cannot provide an assessment of the net effect of the counseling
and edtication processes provided in relocation. The use of ..post hoc measures,

the absence of experimental conditions, provides no guide to what might have
transpired in the absence of the Project. We have here Ito particular basil for
parceling out portions of good and bad reactions to a new area among causes such
as motivation, risk orientation, counseling, personal or family stability, or wages.

However, no methodological leap of faith is, required if the question of psychic
cost is viewed in context. Nor need' we resort to the old tautology that workers

lAlbert Rees, "Information Networks in Labor Markets," reprinted from the
American Economic Review, May 1966-, pp. 559..566, in Burton, et., al., op. cit.
pp. 245450.

2This conclusion is the result of inspection of Skill ,Center files and on-site
observations by the research consultant, The steady flow of calls from out-of- .

area employers to the'Skill Center, requesting referrals on the basis of the
performance records of previous placements or of word7of.mouth.recommen-
dations, appeared to be a significant routine event.



go where their net advantage lies; therefore, wherever they go is the at at of
some het advantage.

But once.we have accepted theme hoc caveat and sidestepped the methodo-
logical.and logical pitfalls, what can we say about relocation adjustment and
psychic costs?' We can begin by assuming that any relocation involves ,a combi-
nation of persons, placee, and investments which has nearly infinite variation.
In the analyses which follow we hold.little.'constant, comparing only on the basis
Of a post hoc status, the relocation outcome. If, those Outcpmes were largely
"negative." as defined by failure to remain in the relocation .site, or' if most.returns to the home area Were negatively defined on the basis of relative wages

* and employment accruing to returnees, our problem, admittedly, would be more
cOrnplex. However,. data' presented in Chapters VII and VIII do not Support th'e
"ilteturnEquals Failure" thesis4n most instances.. .

Therefore, we propose to ask two relatively simple questions and to apply the
answers to a very practical problem.. The questions are:

1. DO indicators of various types of satisfactionAiffer according to
.relocation outcome?

2. Can we detect gross differences in relocatees' assessments of
problems encountered in the process of relocation and in the
demand area which differentiate them by outcome category?

The practical problem is Are relocatees.neceesarily subject to otrer-riding
psychic costs? Its 'correlaiy.is:. To the extent that psychic costs arising from
fear or lack of information are .encountered, what supportive service Strategy
appears' to follow logically from those which are named?

To the economist; the concepts of psychic cost and taste are 'operationalized
in the form of a residual. This has the virtue of providing simplicity in economic
model building. However, the elucidation of indicators of what .economists call- .

psychic costs lies largely in the realm of psychology: .

The Socio-Psychological .Index section of the questionnaire was originally
*designed for use in the Mississippi Labor Mobility Project by Drs: Joseph M.
McKenzie and John H. Harper of Mississippi StateUniversity. Its 'original
formulation included an interpretation hued upon Maslow,ts well-known "Hieraichy
of Needs" concept. Unfortunately; the post hoc caveat negated all attempts at
interpretation in view of the inability to net .out factors of time and location.

.

However, the specific questions used.h.;.d been drawn originally from standard
formulations' of Several other indices. Therefore, Northern Michigan Mobility
Project utilized the services if Drs. Arthur and Jeanne Walker (Northern
Michigan University. Counseling Center), in consultation With Dr. McKenzie, to
reconstruct six subsets of indicators. These are:.

1. Satisfaction of Affiliation Needs
2. Job Satisfaction
3. Living'Conditions, Education, and:.Child Care
el. Self-Concept
5. Future. Orientation
6. Life- Orientation

lqq
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*.
Table VI -1 displays a summary of the percentages Of each outcome category

who answered.specific questions in the most'positive fashion. (See Appendix A

for questionnaire.) Starred for.'whicl....111222122122EiAtt
answer was a "No'!. .

The strategy of analysis is a resort to simple distributions of positive answers,
comparing among outcome categories and .between individual.outcorne categories
and, all tespondents.' It should be recalled, that OC's 3 and 2 contari-only 31 and

53 respondents, respectively.

D. Analysis of.Socio-Psy.chological Factors

Thc.questions involved in the Satisfaction of Affiliation Needs subset refer .

both to actual current affiliations and to the'opportunities far satisfactions'arising
from breadth of. choice in affiliations. OVeral/, both nonrelOcateeS and returnees
ranked higher than stayers in their ratings of sitisfactionin.friende, neighbors
and co-workers. It would appearthat brief tenure in the demand area 'may
inflUence the scores for those in outcome category 2, both here and elsewhere.
There also appears to be a tendancy for long-term returriees4(OC 5) to ranItat,
or close rerthe top-of the groups on most questions (Le., Questions I 2, 4, 7,

.18).;

Outcome category 1 responses to this subset pose more questions than they
answer. They are consistantly.bilow those for long-term returne.es., But,
without some better yardstick; we cannot say that they would, be more satisfied.
if they returned home. In fact, one is tempted to ask: "If relocation involves
such severe dislocatiOn, why are these people .'smilingl ?". It is not, surprising
that a few. years of "affiliation-building" in a new setting have failed to yield.

:satisfactions which match those of nonrelocatees or returnees. But when these. .

scores are. combined with attitudes toward the demand area (see Table VI-2), the
Most striking aspect of stayers' scores is found in a geneialilack of.negativismo

Part of the Answer. may lie in other aspects of. job satisfaction. When the' job.
satisfaction subset is examined, a striking reversal of positions .appears. Out!.

come .category 1 responses tend to rank at or near the top of the scale of .

comparison.(i.i., Questions 8., 9, 10, 19,i20, 21, 22,. 23). In additiOth the
absolute differences between outcome. categories are widest in the cases of future
security (QueStion 21) and sufficiency of current income (Cittestion 23). Ineach
case, stayers regularly display margins.as high a_11,21fii:34 30 points over other

categories.
The final four subsets generally continue the tendancy for stayers to rate

their current situations and their opportunities more highly than is the case for,
nonmovers and returnees. In particular, long-term stayers .are more likely to
view the future positively (Questions 16, 21, and 2E) and considerably less likely
to be cynical about life in general (Questions 25, 27, 29), than are others.

While, in some cases, long-tertn returnees continue to score .near the top
rank, the gap between stayers or all long-term relocatees (OC's 1 and 5
combined) and short -.and mid-term* returnees(0C's 3 and 4) varies most
widely in the areas of self - concept, future orientation and life orientation.
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.The .largest absolute 'differences .involve comparisons of short-;term returnees
(OC N = 31.) with others.

To the extent that the attitUdes 'expressed in these three areas are indicative
Of Sta,ble pers.onalitrcharacteristics, short- and mid-term returnees emerge as
relati4ely unsure of themselves and 'of their enVironments,".with one Outstanding
exception: they rank very high,on.the.currentl satisfaction of affiliation needs.
The high job-self-future-life outlook rank of stayers is contrasted.with. relatively

_2:high affiliation and,low jobrself-future and life outlookis. of short- and mid-term
returnees. ,

/- .

While we. have little basis fox d.eterrnining causal, and, particularly, temporal
priority in the .composite life orientation-irelocation outcome rgationship, the
data is high1y suggestive. .1ritite work of Blau and Duncan,' as well as that of
Rieger, 2 including his extensive review of the literature, there are strong
suggestions.thai ,a certain amount of changing.affiliation (froth. group to self,
-from raditonal to changing future goals), may be necessary to a successful
transitiOn..from rural to urban living. .. ,

If thiS is the case, then the possession of, or ability to develop,',a furictiOnal
level of job- self - future outlook may be a'key:ingredient'in satisfactory relocation
experiences. In addition, thid formulation would add yet'another dimension the
case of long-term circular migrants (OC 5);who display relatively high. affili-
ation scores, mid-to7Upper. range selfTfuture.life outlook score's, and, as we
shall see in later chapters,. cOnsiderg131e wage and employment advantages over
short- and mid.term.returnees. One begins to worfder if, perhaps, these
Circular migrants may be experiencing "the best of both worlds:"

E. Reactions of Relocatees to the Demand Area.
. and the Relocation Experience

. Throughout the life of the-Northern:Michigan Mobi'ity Project, -feedback from
relocatees has provided valuable: insight into tht,problemswhich..they faced duiing
and after the move, particularlythoie of adjustinent to. arcentamiliar .area. A
Major section of-the questionnaire 'deat with reactions to demand areas as well.
as requesting that the resf:pondent;c4 racterize the 'demand area%as cOmpared with'

-.his home area.' ITablAii..\.VI-2 summar.izes,reeponses to a rtumber of these, questions.
The first three columns of the table compp.re the answers.-of stayers with those of
short- to mid-term returnees combined and those of long -term. retuirneei4:,
Colunins.four and five separate the returnees. who stayed in the demand area less
than one month and all long.rterrn relocatees' (wile, stayed in the demand area,.one
year or more; regardless'of their Current locatiOn). Although the number of
short-term returnees (31) is quite small :and may make generalizationhazardous,
it was felt that separating.this.group was a worthwhile venture, due to the fact
that On manyitems their responses varied considerably from those of .other
returnees. Short term returnees responses to a number. of items should be

,,"-Peter Blau and Otis Dudley Duncan, "fly?, Arrie/ ricarSt ucture,
(New York: Wiley, '1967). . i,

2Rieger,32, cit. 1'39
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City Size

large
small
rural

DP: Size
as compared

. DA som4hat bigger 31.5 125.4
DA much bigger 46.0 46.9
About the same 13.8 19.1
DA smaller 8.7 8. 6

TABLE VI.Z

SUMMARY OF REACTIONS, TO DEMAND AREA
AND'IttLOCATION PERIENCE.

N r. 905 Reloca es.

Stayers Short/Midterm Long-Terrn Short-Term Longs.
Returnees Returnees 11 Returnees, 11el.pga.5

41.8
54.5
3.8

44.2
51.9 44.2
3. 9, A 6.7

atee Found Wa
:round with Little

:Trouble

. Yes

lietocktee Felt Safe/
in D.A

Yes 4, 92.1 '
No ,7. 9

87.6 849
17.1

Family Felt
$ate in DA

ales .956 3
,No 4.7

87.4
12.6

81.5
18. 5

0
151.7
44. 8

3.4

23.5'
53.8
15.9'
6.8 ci

135. 6
14.4.

19.4
51.6

,22.6
6.5

4

7 71.0,
29.0-,

.86.4
13.6.

83.1
16. 9

80.6
19.6

75.0 .

25..0

T



Tabic Cont,

Characterizations
of DA *

Crowded,.
Confusing
exciting
Frightening
Strange,

Ulncomfortable
Fu
Int resting
Un riendly
Noisy
TO Muth Pollution
.Provides advantages.

not fougid at/hOme
About the 'sarrie

as home jn many
respects/

Stayers Short/Midter Long-Term
Returnees Returnees .

. ere Yes . % Yes % Yes
.9. .

9,8
.15.21

5:1

9.6
24.9
37:1

. 8:4,
11.0
14.8

53.3

29.6

?t11.thinis considered,
,., was is move to

yoUr advantage? 95.

Would ou. Move Again?

18.6
14.6
8. 0 .

4.5

22,6
14.1
23.6
14.1
14.6
13.1

32,7

..40:

74.8.

19.. 7

\8. 3
1.4

.,15.
16. 7
27.3
15.9
12. 9.
16.7

41.7

31. 8

. 84.8

Shoirt-Teren Long.Te
Returnees Relocate

% Yes % Yes

.53. 2 52.; 8
17.1. 26.6.

ends an location 29. 7 20.6.

If N Why? %,

wilily or friends
here '21.7

Present location good 26. 2
Pie-sent job-good 35.9

I Once is enough 3. 9

At the Time of the Move,
How Well do you Feel :you
Understood all'Ahat was Involved?

/
Vex y well 65.0 .59'. 6 1.4
Well -21. 8 n,a- z 5
Veil. little 9, 9 10.1 12
Not at all 3..2 2.0. 2, 3

42..6
9..3

25. 9
1.9

62. 9
15.9
21.2 .

12:0
37.5
25.0

4, 0

ultiple Answers Allowed 160

29. 0,
3.2

12 9
.25. 8
.22.6
22. :

41.9

21. 6
9,7.

15 8
5.5

11.2
23.1\
35.8

11: 5 1
15, 5 ,;

51.6,

29.4

NOM M.. *MO qmo aim one

33.7 . 54.
38.7 17.0
22.6 28:

53.9
0.0

5461.1

0.0

61.3
22.. 6

16,1
0.0



Table VI-2 Cont.

,Mobility Services W ere:

Adequate
Inailequate

4

...sp

Stayers Shortilvlidterm Long -Term
Returnees Returnees

° all.ramtamm.0.10..

Suggestions. fox'. Additional
Services or Emphasis

.98.3 98.3
1.7 1.7

Housing Referrals 20.6 9. 6 10.6
Transportation.

,

Orienta.tion --- 3. 5 , 0. .0 0. 8
Medical Service ,

Referrals , 5.1. 0.'0 3. 8
Orientation to Schools 4. 5 1. 0 1. 5 -....

A s-s &stance' in A pplying /
r J.,ocal Social

, Se....-,4 Js m 2.6 0.0 3.0
More Timely Deliyery / ...

of a Ants 1 5. 4 / 1. 5 2.,3

Family .Counseling 3. 3i 0. 0 1.5
Aid in Solving Problems /

Arising in the Pr9iess ,

of the Actual Move 10. 6 2. 0

Short-Term Long7Terti
Returnees . Relocatee'

Tcd

96: 3
. 3.7

98.6
1.4

16;1 19.3

0..0.

0.0
0.0

0. 0
1 -

0.0
0.0

3.2. 10,0

z



viewed with caution since their brief stays in the .demand area may as well be
the cause as, the effect of. some of the problems which they.expressed.

Relocatees Were asked to characterizethe size of the relocation area as well
as to onmpare i to the home area. In general,. all returnees, characterized the
relocation site oth as large and as much bigger than.the home.area more
frequently than id the stayers. However, short-term returnees-did not establish
4a, consistent 'pat ern in this regard; they were also more likely to characterize
the demand area as being about the same in size as the .home area.

Generalizations. concerning size of the relocation site may not be as impoitarit
to relocatee adjustment. as the specifics of coping with unfamiliar situations and
places. 'Short term returnees were more than twice as likely to indicate that'.
they had difficulty finding their way around the relocation site as long -tern
returnees or stayers': Nearly. 20 percent ..of .short4erm returnees. indicated that
that they did not feel, safe in the 'demand area and kquarter of those With families
indicated that their fainilies did not feel safe.. While all returnees.were more-
likely than stayers to express these problems, the difference, between 'stayers
and shert-term returnees is particularly marked.

Relocatees were read a list of terms which they.were told are among the ways
that others have'.described the relocation. sites. They were asked to respond yes
or nOto the question of.whether they would characterize their relocation sited in
these terms,. In every case.of a term which would be generally viewed as a
negative assessment, short-term returnees were much more likely than others
to acr-'characterize the demand area. These include: crowded, confusing, ..

frightening,. strange 'er uncomfortable, unf$endly, noisy, toolntich pollution.
They were also considerably less likely than others to characterize the relocation
site as a place which provided 'advantages not found at home.

A number of the negative. asp cts of demand areas' are beyond the reach of
Mobility staff, i.e., pollution., noise, crowding. However, returnees' responses
to other items indicate directionswhich demand a ea or pre-relocation counseling
.might take in order to alleviate distress arising fro unfamiliarity. Returnees
were 'confused in the new demand area; short- therm r tUrnees w.ere. particularly
likely to regard relocation as a frightening experience. 'Vey felt strange and
uncomfortable. In particular, `short-term returnees an 11 returnees character-
ized the areas as unfriendly. While much may be ccomplished
o relocation in counseling potential reloeatees as to what the may expect to find

a new areas many of the problems expressed by returnees ap ear to indicate a
n ed tin continued access, to counseling and supportive services u n arrival in
thedetriand area. Thetriendliness .or helpfulness of a supply area c nselor can
do little to' ease feelings of friendlessness once the relecatee is in the d and
area: \ ,

In iriew of these considerations, it.is net surprising that barely half of short,
term returnees indicated that they felt that the move was to their advantage, all
things considered. Nearly. three - quarters of all' short and Mid-term returnees
characterized the move as advantageoue, and more than nine out of ten long-
term relocatees responded in the affirmative. In addition, short -term returnees
were more than twice as likely as stayers or long-term returnees to state flatly

104
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that they would' not move again. In elaborating the reasons for a negative response,
shortterm returnees Were almost equally split between ties to family and friends
and'to satisfoctory, employment on their present jobs, All those who retailed to
the supply area in less than 12 months show a similar pattern of responses.
However, stayers, long-term returnees, and long-term relocatees give a wider
variety of responses. Long-term returnees were particularly likely to mention
present location which, acourse, is the supply area, and were remarkably less
likely than others to cite family or friends as a primary tie to their present
location,

In retrospect, short-term returnees were disinclined to indicate that they had
very little .or no understanding of the problems involved in relocation at the time,
However, in no outcome category did less than 80 percent of the respondents say
that they had understood the problems involved. Similarly, all groups gave a
very high rating to the adequacy of the Mobility services received. Even.short-
term returnees rated Mobility services adequate over 96 percent of the times

ti

All other groups exceeded a 98 percent rating.

In spite of these very high ratings on overall adequacy, former yelocatees did
feel that their personal experiences were indicative of a need for Additional
services or changes in service emphasis. As anticipated, housing problems

were thoSemost frequently mentioned, with one out of five stayers and long -term
relocatees naming this as a problem. It is interesting to-note that short-term
returnees did not mention, and -short and midterm returnees combined seldom
mentioned, the following items: orientation to transportation or school systems,
referral to medical or dental aid, assistance in applying for local social services,
timely delivery of grants, . family counseling,

.Irrfact, relocatees who returned \in, less than a year are decidedly less 'likely .
to name problems than are those who 'stayed one year -or .more. 'It is `possible
that the diffiCulties of adjustment for Short. and midterm returnees were of such.

a complex, and perhaps bewildering, nature that at the time: they would not have.
known what to ask a 'count:tell:it who simply volunteered aid. In retrospect, this
May be translated into a' sense that there was nothing that could.have been done to
salvage the situation. .

.

.

Those who remained for longer periOds of,time in the demand area named the
following specific problem areas as in need of additional attention: transportation,
assistance in applying for local social services, additional family counseling,
3 percent each; orientation to local schools, 4 percent; medical services, more
timely delivery of relocation grants, 5 percent each; aid. in solving problems
arising in the*.process of the actual move, 10 percent.

It appears that the most putstanding problem areas named by all groups could
be chaFacterized aslogistical: the Mechanics of transporting family and house-
hold, goods, -the organization and delivery of grant payments, and the task of
'locating and securing adequate housing in housing markets characterized by
severe shortages. Thesethree problems would seem to be less amenable than
the others mentioned to alleviation through theiimpli.disbUrsement of information..
Instead, the need for the personal intervention of supply or 'demand area coun-
selors iri what may be a crisis situation requiring direct action, and the provision



for gooses to corn lex information ietworks, is implied by the data and strongly
supported by the combined anecdotal experience of relocatees-and demand area
counselors.

The followingtwo case histories were included .as examples. of failures to
adjust to relocation and desciibe some of the difficulties met in the demand areas,

Sinqe these studies were submitted as follow-up reports.,soon after the
relocationexperier.oe, the research staff was curious to'discover the present
outcomes as compared to the outj.00k,Presented at that time, The results of the
riecent survey are appended to. the original Case histories.

CASE HISTORY: G. D.

In midwinter of 1969, Gi D. , .34 years of age, arrived in Detroit in an
automobile one year older than himself with his wife, five children, and a large,
amount ofdetermination. Once before he had quit a gook-paying job in Lower
Michigan to return to his home area in the Upper Penin.faula only to find the
promised employment not available. Although solvent at t4e time of the return,
with no employment the family soon found itself on the U.P. welfare rolls.
G. D. vowed that if he was ever to save enough money to bring his, family back
to Lower Michigan, he would never again leave.

Thiough the efforts of his county Social Service Bureau and. the Labor Mobility
Project, a job was obtained for the subject at r. very substantial $4.47 an hour
in Detroit: Upon learning that the job was available, the family.madeimtnediate
plans to relocate. Mr. D. applied for Mobility assistance, but his new enthu.
siasm would not allow him to wait for 'its processing and ha moved his family on
borrowed money.

Due to various troubles with his.antique auto, it took the family three days to
complete a trip that norrrolly takes. about 10 hours. Since therewas no heater in
the car, it was necessary to spend the nights in motel rooms and these unplanned
bills quickly depleted the family funds.' When they arrived, they .had not eaten in
five hours, and they hid a, total of $3.17, but they, felt their problems were over
because they expected to stay with the wife!s parents for a few days until 'the
Mobility relocation: grant arrived.

Much to Mr. .D. is surprise, the family was refu\rd entry to the inilals
home since it seems his conduct while in the area be'ore had been much less
than exemplary. Apparently his taste for alcoholic beverages and his.inclination
to fight had created numerous problems in the past. When the subject admitted
they had good reason for their decision, but asked why 'it was necessary for his
family to suffer, they relented enough to keep the wife and children for one night
onl,, but he was not accepted. This necessitated his sleeping in the car, which
now had four flat tires his first al.ght in Detroit.

Until the arrival' of the Mobility check, food and shelter was proVided,by the
Salvation Army and friends. When contacted by the Home Orientation Assistant
one month later, the family had made significant gains, having acquired a station
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wagcin that.was only 10 years old (25 years younger than their original model), a
television set, some household furnishings, and an adequate, but very modest

apartment.
Six months later a frantic, calFjor help from 0,. D., 'stating that the police

were after him, necessitated our help in obtaining legal assistance. Investigation
determined that.he had accumulated a large number of traffic, violations, varying
from drunk driving to driving without an operator's license.

In spite of these difficulties, which were cleared up by the attorney, Mr. D.
indicated that he has a different outlook on life since he is again working, and he
feels that the experiences of the past three years have given him the motivation
to make the necessary adjustments to become a more responsible husband, father,
and citizen. There have been some adjustment problems involving the school
age children,. but G. D. 'felt these would be resolved after the purchase of a home
in a better neighborhood.

A few weeks aftei this contaCt, his local U.P. Department ofSocial Servides
notified the Mobility Office in Marquette that Mr. D; had;,been fired from his job

-when he refused to do work of a type he claimedhe was not hired to do. He
now once again back in the Upper Peninsula, living on Unemployment Compensation
with no job prospects and it appears his future, like much of his past, will be
spent on AFDC..

******************.**********

It was found that Mr. D. did return to living on velfare in the Upper peninsul
of Michigan for 30 months. However, he has remigrated to Detroit where
relatives and friends knew of job openings and is presently employed'again as
a pattern maker at $3.75 an hour. Although there are some signs of
(absence from work because he "just didn't like working") and he receives some
type of welfare assistance, there are also indications of bettei coping abilities:
the family arrived in more stable circumstances than those described in his first
venture; he is resolving his housineedifficulties .by,pUrchasing'a low-cost home;
helms experienced both the impossibility of finding work in his home area and
the apparent need for his skills in the deMand ar'ea;. and he states that he likes
this job. We were pleased to find that a more hopeful future IS possible than
was predicted three years ago when the report was submitted.

CASE HISTORY: L. G.

L. G. graduated from an MDTA machine tool set-up course on Ally 27, 1970,
with a good-recommendation from his instructor as a skilled worktir, but with
some problems in drinking. During interviews with the Mobility Project counselor
prior to graduation, he expressed an interest in relocating to the Fox River Valley
area (Wiscoigin).

He was ieterred to the Northwest Engineering Company in Green, Say,
Wisconsin, for an interview the first week in August and was. accepted for employ..
merit pending the results of a physical exam.. However, he also applied at the
Wisconsin Gear Company and uponhearing'that.his medical report at Northwest
Engineering was questionable, elected to vait for word from Wisconsin Gear.



With the passage of a few Weeks, and no. call, he made an additional trip to
Milwaukee to seek work.. While there, he made little effort in this direction and.

. returned to Upper Michigan.

. About this time, he was informed of several job opportunities in the Fox
Valley, and on August 26, 1970, accepted employment with the Kurz and Root
Company in Appleton for $425.00 a month as a machine operator trainee.

He proceeded to do a good job and expressed intereet in finding housing for
his family as soon as possible. Knowing this would be very difficult, the Green
Bay Mobility counselor advised him to wait a few months until he acquainted.
himielf with the area and could tell his family whatto expect. In this way, his
own period of job probaticin and adjustment tOwork would also be complete.

His wife 'became, impatient with this idea and came down.to Appleton to look
for housing herself., Upon looking at the newspaper and,. seeing theprices. of
apartMents and houses, she announced it to bean impossible situation and advised
L. G.' to quit and come hOrde. .

In the meantime, the project counselor had spent several days and done much .
research on a solution.to this problem of housing a fainily of five within walking
distance (if possible) of work at a reasonable price. The twin options Of feder-
.ally subsidized apartment housingand local low =cost apartment housing were
finally .athand. All that was needed was the filling out of lornis. or' the.decision
on a unit and the job would be accomplished.

At this time, we received a call from. the employer announcing that L. 0, hdd
quit his' job and .returned to Michigan. Though we had kept in,constant touch with
L. C.. and his wife, the employer had decided that hiring L. G. represented too'.
much trouble and risk.. So all the counselor's expense, time, and trouble were
in vain. L., G. continues to seek work near hiS hOme in'Michiga.n,but there
appears little hope, as he knowei.

This case study reveals several of 'the factore which calletd for the earlieSt
possible implementation of the "Skill Center" concept at the training center.':
SOme of these factors are:

A longstanding drinking problem and a tendency to 'irresponsibility
may have yielded somewhat to the,counseling at the Skill Center.
These habits, had' a definite effect on his, wife, causing her anxiety
when L. G. lived away from the family.
The extreme difficulty encountered. in finding adequate housing
for this family of five in the neighborhood of his employrsient.
Much was learned: in the search, but too late for L. G. and his
family, The Skill Center tbuld have helped by orienting such a
family to the difficulties they must expect in their relocation.
There are other factorsaalpss well defined-ain the area of
personal judgmeAnt Which need more careful assessment on the
part of the area counselor, and can only be, refined by experience.

0.6*****************0,4********
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The,research study presents a better outcome for L. G. han was expected.
Although he,did not,return to the Green Bay area, L. G. has een steadily
employed ever since his return as a pulp cuttor at $3.00 an li ur-for four
months at another U: P. town, then in his home area. He see s to have, no
illusiens About the limitations of this type of. employment since be.stated that
he doesn't oelteve it provides him a secure future and that he ould relotate to
a better job. He ,is able to support his family without pUblic as istance, and the
evidence throughout his report is that he prefers outdoor work *-1 a rural area.

F. Summary.

It appears that relocatee stayers rank lower than others n the
tia.tisfac_tion of affiliation needs, but generally higher in term of job
,satisfaction, living conditions, self-concept, and life and futu e .

orientation. Long-term circular migrants rank in the mid-to upper
ranges on all such scores..

When negative feelings were expressed concerning the dem nd,
areas, :they-.tended to focus .upon problems of unfamiliarity rat er
than outright rejection: Over 96 percent of every relocatee
rated project services as adequate.

The primary relocation piobleins encountered were logistical
problems which required access to complex information networks
generally unfamiliar to relocatees: negotiations for the phirsical\
relocation, organization and. timely delivery of grant payments and
securing housing in., urban markets 'ahE,ra-cterized by severe shor6.ges.

,
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CHAPTER VII .

DESCRIPTION. AND ANALYSIS OF WAGES, EMPLOYMENT,

AND LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION.IN TIE

POST-PROGRAM PERIOD

.A. Introduction

In the preceding analysis,. associations between mobility and preprogram
.status'couldbe assumed to work in only one direction--that is, preprogram.age,
education, wages, etc..., might cause' differences in mobility,. but could not be
caused .by mobility decisions. ; Now, :however, we will bo dealing with associations
where both the origin' and the direction otinfluences' will 'often:be open toquestiOn,
The fact of Migration, (or the 'deaiiion not to migrate).combines.with changing
economic conditions, and the effects.of time on family life cycles,. career paths,
and many other variable's, to produce varying wage and emplofment outcomes:
In'this;section, we shall be examiniag the simpledistributcon of these economic
outcomes with mobility decisions anCoutcomes.' Readers.preferring a. more
precise and complex analysis may WiiiihIO'turri..iVithe,thOltiliariate analyses
presented in a following chapter. should be noted, however, that most of the
results 'presented in later econometric models are simply a. further elaboration
of trends visible in the tAbles presented here.

B. Training and Mobility
o

;The postprogram period was marked by considerable occupational and wage
mobility among respondents, Since part of this is attributable to the manpower
training experienced by most of the client population, we begin *the examination
of employment by looking at training and mobility.. Table VII-1 summarizes the
record of mobility and demand area retention for each of the eleven courses
which accounted for more than three percent of respondent trainees. Four

courses (office occupations, welding, machine tool, and auto mechanics)
accounted for just over half of the trainees.

There seems to be a pattern of higher mobility rates among the most tech.
nically trained respondents: ems processing, tax assessor, engineering aide,
and machirie tool operator, These also, display the highest long.terrn relocation
rates and have the highest, proportion of stayers.
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The migration and retention rates of WIN trainees lend thems lves to further
interpretation on the basis of this trend. The proportions of all t ainees in these
four courses as compared with WIN clients are:

data processing

engineering aide

machine tool

% of
WIN

1.4

3.5

tax assessor 0.0

% of
ALL TRAIN\EES

3.1

5.8

10.6
3.4

To the extent that poisession of a skill which was in high demand in relocation
sites had some independent influence upon initial mobility decisions, (or options),,
the lower .initial migration rates of WIN cliints maybe 'a function; of differences
in skill.leVeI or access to training.1. HoweVer, the lack of difference in demand
area retention rates of WIN and MDTA subsidized reloCateeS becomes more
remarkable 'under these assumptions.

Although the office 'occupations group has .a .low mobility_rate,
on' retention meastires.(a pattern reflective of that for women in general, among
respondents)... The lowest rates of migration and retention are associated*with
'either: 1) training in an area which is characterized by employment in small
eatablishnients such as may be found in nearly 'every, home area (e.g., auto,
mechanics, radio and television repair, auto body, electrical appliance); or .

2) training in a skill which has, recently become an'asset in.the Upper Peninsula,
due to several huge long-term

. mine andliarbor construction projects' (i.e..,
welding, diesel mechanic).

All respondents. who had training were asked if they used it directly on their
first postprogram ,tobs. Responses are summarized in Table VII -Z.' .Persons
trained in auto body repair, for instance, had the loWest rate of Mobilitr.(44%),
but one of thehighest. rates of use of training on first job in the'bome-area. This-
corresponds with.:the goal of not relocating those who had substantial .chances of
using their skills in the home, area. Data processing trainees had the highest
mobility rates, as well as one of the greatest absolute differences in use of
training. Similarly', the high long-term relocation rate .(77%) among machine
tool trairees may be linked to the wide initial difference in opportunities to
utilize training, although many eventually returned home.

The training-related employment prospects for office oCcupations trainees
(who were alniost exclusively female) would appear to have 'been nearly equal

:

"Given, the incidence of initial .educational disadvantage among WIN clients,
it is possible that. at some point (i.e., either the referral or training agency)
they were systematically screened out of these courses. Most of the training
Of tax assessors, data technicians, and engineering aides was not done at the
Skill, Center. Other training-TinstitUtions were not ina position to provide the
necessary educational upgrading in tandem with VocationalAraining.

171 1.670



TABLE VI/P2

USE 0 VOCATIONAL TRAINING
ON FIR ,T POST PROGRAM JOB BY'

TRAINING C URSE AND LOCATION Or JOB

T r a i n i n g Caoureie
Title .

Stenography ,

Welding

.\Machine Tool

Auto Mechanics

Engineering Aide
Surveyor

Radio, TV Repair

Diesel.MeChanid.
I2

Auto Body Repair

Tax Assessor

ElectriCal Appliance;
Repair

Data Processing

All other courses.b

TOTAL

respondent trainees stating training :
was direct' used on first sob

Job, inA-lorne_ Job in Deman
rea Area

56; 7.

58.2

58 2

78.6

54.1\

60.7\

90.9,

91. 7

63.4

54.6'

80.0

82.5

84.2

93:8

79.3

100.0

93:1

76.0

.94.1

95.2

70.8% i\ 88.7%

aEleven largest -courses account to 79.8% 61 respondent trainees. .

sNone of thee 22 courses account -44r as many as 3% of trainees.\

1 .4 172
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ill Supply and demand areas. However, opportunities for steady employment,
differed substantially between ar4eas. While this is the case in most' occupatio s,
the discrepancies in mean percentage of labor force. time spent unemployed (a
seeking work) are particularly large in "female dominated!' occupations. For
instance, office orzupations trainees' mean percentage time unemployed (excl
.sive 'of time. Spent out of the labor force), was 10 percent for those..who reloc ted
and stayed, 39.6 percent for processed nonmovers, and 14.1 percent for local],

placements. Comparable figures for auto body trainees (who also reported
nearly equal training-related employment opportunities in home and demand.
areas) are 10.2 percent for;relocated stayers, 22 'percent for processed non
movers, and 4.9 percent farAbcal, placements

CASE HISTORY: ,GARY C.

'Gary C, is one of many successful relocatees who could'not be directly
interviewed. The reasons for his unavailability for interview are rather
remarkable. .4

Gary is from a rural mining town in the Upper Penin ul__ of Michigan. Upon
\\graduation from high school, he'Vvas undecided about his ,futtire,.:36 he fol owed

`what seemed to be a logical pattern: he went to work in the 'mines:- Hbwe v er,
ater a year Olthis°Gary was not satisfied with the job, or ith a future orking,
underground. He went to the local MESC office and explain d this,/and s nce a'
cOilege education was out of reach for him, he was accepte into the one year
MD TA Civil Engine4ring Aide. program. at Michigan Technollogical Unive sity. At
the 0,nne time, *Gary was offered aprontiotiOn and wage incilease on his ob in the
minei, He had a decision'to Make: should he remain in the mines with the high

field? It wa s a p erplexing' deciaion and the one he Made as.
but p a\iehibly temporary wages .this included; or should he chance taking a Ishot at
a whole new

\changed his life.
- . I

C.

/ Gary entered the MDTA program and Settled down to a year's con entrated'
study in fthfield of Civil Engineering. It was not easy foi Gary, who had. been

out of school: fora year, liciut he applied himielf and graduated numbe one in his
\class.

After graauation, he accepted em.plornent with the Western Corit acting
Company in ux; City, Iowa. Recently married, Gary had, no move to move

mhimself anduhis wife to Iowa. However, the Mobility Projict made oney
ayailable for. rel, cation assistance. Gary was then able to begin4e ployment in

his chosen field
Much'has happened since these opportunities were made:avalla le toGary in

1966. He started out as a planner-estimator at $850 a ,thonth 66. He has at
various times been 'on loan to other engineering companies. He h a traveled all
Over the world inhis work. Upon returning friom Emrptrecently, Gary madi a
bid, for his company for the job of,building a bridge in Argentina. The coMpany4
won the bid and Gary is presently directing the operation in.Buen s Aires.

(Information suppliedby subject's parents and confirmed by obility files. and

MESC records.)

7
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Occupational Mobility

,Trainingand,geographic mobility were followed by considerable occupitional
mobility. T'able VII-3 summarizes the last known preprogram ocaupation,for all 1.

respondents'who had worked outside otthe home, and the first poStprogram
occupation. Due to the ..change in tlie number of persons reporting a job-(1,348
prior to the program, 41,446.sinc.e the program), Column 6 coMpares changes in

ti

the proportion of each group by occupation, rather than changes in absolute 1

numbers. ,
A g

Wail some exceptions which reflect idiosyncrasies of the economy in'the hOnie
areas, Table VII -3 indicates dramatic' upward Mobility.in terms of Job complexity
and socio- economic status Indicatots. Serniskilled and unskilled categories had,
the largest proportional decreases A.e.g., laborers, household:: service, operatives,
iarmers) while technical and skilled'occupations showed large'gains (professional, '.
technical,' clerical, craftsmen; and foremen). -

. ..
6.

The decline of nearly 35 percent in the proportion reporting service 'occu-
pationslmay be somewhat misleading: As previously7repcirted,-many youths who
entered-training did so after ,experiencing short.term_deadend employment as
seasonal workers in tourism,' asgdsstation attendants, babysitters, etc. These
jobs, while predominantly classified as service occupations do not represent the-
sort of expanding service sector employment mostment which dominates rarrent dis.

,1
t,

cussionvof manpower needs and economic development.
± A , ... ' %

,

Postprograni service occupations are; however, predominantly of the sort
which fill the service sector "expansion gape'': medical Services, repair, custo.
dial and housekeeping, water andWildlife conservancy, :skilled and semiskilled
-food service . In additiori.,, a nUmber of ccupations which are .often loosely
referred to as "service" are classifieddifferently in the system used here. 1

These include medical technicians, cony ter prograinmers, and technical clerks.'
Table VII-4 displays the distributions ,of last or current occupation according

,to location. Home area occupations are now dominated by craftsmen and-
___,

.operatives. This IS dile in part to the rising availability of supply area employ. 1
.inent in structural and ;mining crafts' in recent years. t

AoweVer, in thet.preprOgrarn period, only about
.

9 percent of all respondents...

had been craftsmen, ..a-nd most lacked the 'skills or experienCe to take such -new' ,

jobs, in the context of Ttrilzetition within. the interstate Construction lab6r market..
. . . .

' Demand area employment woe dorninated by craft nd operatiVe occupa.ticnist:
with professional. and' technical' a strong third. Th0 rgest relative difference

...between home and, demand area odcupations is in the'technital field, where
demand area jobs are over two and,one 'half times as likely to be. found. Fiddle '

area workars are more likely to Work as laborerkand service workers..
\

q 0

CASEPII6TORY,: HENRY M. .

Henry M. was one of those whoat the age of 44 suddenly fOund himself with.
out a job .due to the closing of the mine in which fhe was employed., He had spept

4



TAB E VII.3

COMPARISON OF. LAST JOB PRIOR TO TRAINING
WITH FIRST JOB FOLLOWING TRAINING,

BY.MAJOR OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS

Occupational
,

Last ...-

Preprogram Occupation ,

First
POstprogram,OccupatioR'

I

. c
Ch ng e in
Pro ortion

.. .. .

(1),

Number '''
(2)-

#c
(3)

Number
. (4)-

Te

(5) ,, (6)

Professional
Technical 22 I,. 6 176

1

+663.0

Managers ktiig
PrOprietors 24 1.7 . 13.20

Clerical
1

,133 . 6.2
. ,

193
. ,

:

13.4' 41.16.0

Sales
o

51 3.8 16,

,

1

' 71 1

Craftsmen &

Foremem 114 8.5 354 .

.. -
24.5

1

. .

11 +188.0

Operatives 344.
...__ 22.7 . - 11 0~25.5 r ---328-.-------

Laborers : 399 29.6 : 343 9.8 6.

Household
Service \14. 1.0v. 5

..1 .

.

0.4
. .

1.-.60; 0

Other
Service

,
- 293 21 i

.,.

205.
%.

14,2

.

Farmers,
Farm,
Moma.:ers 8 . . 0.6 '

.

.

2 ' 0.1 - 83
I

3 ..

TOTALS 1348a 100 Ob -1146a --, 100. 1b

°In eath,case, only person who held a job in ielevant time period are
.include,d.
bPercent'May not total 100% due to rounding,
c(Col. 5 Col, 3) 'Col.
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TABLE

OCCUPATION OF LAST POSTPROGPAM
JOB BY LOCATION

Mime Area Demand Area
,

bsolute frequency),\ abiolute frequency

Professiona
I<indred

Managerial.

7.3
(61)

18.3
(111)

3.1 2.0
(26) (12)

15.8 15.11
(132) .(96).

Craft 25.2
(210)

20.1
(122)

19.2
(1.60)

ft

Laborer

Household S rvice

12.4 7.1
(103) (43)

Other Servic

Farm

TOTALS

*rounding error

0,5 0.2
(4) (1)

16.3
(136)

0.2
(2)

11.7
(71)

0.2

100.0 100. 1*
(834) (607)



most of his felt) a small Michigan.cOmmunity of less. than 100 people, :had
purchased his wn hdme and seemed content to..spend the rest of his life there; in
fact, he admitt that he would do any \kind of work rather. than leave his home
area.

. ,

-Duringliis early years, his family, w.as very poor. and he quit school.wh,an he
was in the ninth grade, in order to help support his:family. He realized the
iMportance of high school graduation, later in life, and in 1967 received a .G. E. D.
'Certificate. *

After many months.of living on.welfare.and job hunting in the.Upper Peninsula,
Henry decided to take his brother's suggestion and move to Lower Michigan' where
he obtained a j.bb in. a heat treat plant as. a' sand blaster. His. eligibility for
Mobility. assistance was obvious. This job pays,,well, but is somewhat difficiult

for S. person ,Of ',Henry's age, and on two, occasions he hasbeen off work because
of injuries to his feet as well as othet Minor physical probleins caused from too
much exertion. After eight months of employment, hoWever, he received a
substantial pay.raise, bringing his:wages to $4.48 per hour.

Wages areptobably the binding factor which keeps him from becoming too
discouraged with the .new wrea. He:ii less content than the other members of his
family Are, but. knows this adjustment is.necessary:in order to make a decent
living for his wife and son. The adjustment froni riiral living to'cine Of the busiest

p of.parts large metropolitan area is something that H. M. admittedly.` s having

to ork at. Unlike' ioine other relocatees, he does.go.plaCes within the city and
Utilizes' the facilities that big cities have to offer. t ven though urban:people.are
alittle difficult for him: to .understand, he has madea few-friends..

.
.

Recently, just As Henry,was.at the point of enjoying and appreciating what the
city has to offer, an incident occurred which nearly shattered his confidence and
nearly caused him to give up. He sold his son's car to a junk dealer, stating

---change-of.oWnership on his, title, but. neglecting to notify the Secretary of'State's;,
office. When,he went to see the jiidge.in he small suburban area where the car

was found ab4dOnecl .and explained the situation, the judge *told him that there
was nothing that he could do, and that he should see the sheriff, who refused.to
even listen to Henry's story. He received. counseling. from our office and legal .

assistance was obtained in order to get theMatter straightened out.

Henry seems to be a dedicated man whci works hardtand brings his money .

home. With his modest house in the, Upper Peninsula rented out and the rental
payments helping to provide additional income, he was able to rent a very
pleasant frame house in a middle class neighborhood on the east side.of DetrOit.
Henry's plans are to.ei,rentually retire to his home area, but he intends to make
himself content in Lower Michigan until that time corned.

D. Wages

Table V11-5 displays the distribution of reported last wage prior' to program

entry,' for movers and .flonrnovere, Two major subgroups explain much of the

\ apparent wage advantage of kelocatees in the premove period. Women Were '

4,



TABLE VII-5

PRE-PROGRAM WAGES
N = 1384 Previc.,.isly. Employed ROpondents

A 11 Relocatees .A11 Non- elocatees tal

$0,01-l.50 25. 7%
(214)

. 3Z. 0%
(176).

2%
4 90)

1.51 - 2.00 25.8%
-(215)

26.9%
(148)'

, 2%26i
(363)

2:01 - 2.50 . 22. 2% 14. 7% . 19.2%
(185) (81) (266)

2. 51 - 3. 60 It. 9% , 11. 1%. 11.6%
(99) (61) (160)

3. 01 - 3. 50 7.1% 6.5% 6. 9%
(5.9) (36) (95)

3.5.1 - 4.00 3. 8% 5.1% 4.3% ..
(32) (28) ,(60)

,

.. Over; $4.00 3.6% 3.6% 3.6%
1 . (30) (20) (50) .

100..1% -99..9%* : 100.0%
. (834) (550) (1384)

* rounding error



concentrated in the very low wage categories, and-were less likeiy, to relocate;

C & miners were concentrated In the middle and upper wage categories and

nearly all became relocatees (since they were only referred to the .program after
they had accepted outof-area employment).. Although these factors are taken

into account explicitly in the multivariate. analysts of wages, they will be dealt
with in only, limited fashion here.

Tables. VII-6 and VII-7 indicate the last or current wages .of,respOndents,
according to their current labor force status and the location of the last or current
jobs. Upward wage. mobility is evident, .regardless of location. Whereas'only
3.6 percent of the total group earned over $4 in the first period, 'nearly 28 percent
of those currently employed in the home area, and 513 percent in the demand area
now exceed this.hoUrly rate. Inter area wage differences are also marked at the
lowei ranges, with over half of those at home earning $3.50.or less, as compared
with,just over one quarter (28%) of those in the demand area.

The distribution of Iast wages among those currently.uneMployed, by area of
'last job, indicates a further wage advantage in the demand area, where 54 percent
of the unemployed had earned over $3 per hour, vs 43 percent in the home area.
Among other things, this may indicate .a greater likelihood that those unemployed

`;in the demand area would -be eligible for maximum.unemployment cOmpensatiOn

to maintain income and -forestall return to the home area or application.for'
welfare relief.

One simple method of controlling for differences in preprogram wages when

comparing postprogram wages is illustrated in Table VII-8. For each indi- .

vidual, the proportional increase or decrease on the basis of his preprogram
wages wasicalculated. The distribution of wage gains and losses indicates the
percentage of each outcome category which gained or lOst various proportions ofi
their previous wages. (Note that a 200% increase is the same as tripling the
original Wage.)

Among those who gaine.d more than 50 percent over theii prior wages are:
three quarters of the stayers,. nearly 60 Percent of the long-term returnees, half
Of the nonrelocatees, 43' percent of short-.and mid-term returnees. Over ,one
fourth of the latter had declining or. unchanged wages as compared with less than.
One eighth of the long-term returnees. In fact, long -term returnees were less
likely to experience wage declines than were nonrelocatees.

E. Employment, Unemployment and Labor Force
Participation Since Program Exit

In the tt e-between last contact with the Mobility Project and the follow-up
interview (a -average of 48.5 months), 1,447 of the 1,500 respondents had been

active in tille\labor' force and gainfully employed at some time. At the time of
interview, 1,287 respondents were in the labor force (fora participation rate of
85. 8 %) and 1,150 of these were employed (89.4%).

As Tables VII-9 and V11-10 indicate, current employment varies considerably
according to sex and location. Both males,and females who were still in the

119
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TABLE VII 6

CURRENT WAGES BY LOCATION OF CURRENT TOB
(Employed Respondents Only)

Wage
'Home Area

N .= 661,
Percent

Demand Area
N = 486
Percent

$0. 01 - 1. 50 2.0 0.4

1. 51 2. 00 10. 6 1.9

2. 01 2. 50 12.9 6. 4

2.51 - 3.00 15.1 9.5

3. 01 - 3. 50 15.6 10.3

3: 51 - 4 00 16,2 1346

4. 01 - 4. 50 9.8 21.6

4. 51 - 5. 00 8.6 17.1

5. 01 - 5 50 Z. 7 8.4

5, 51 - 6.00 1.4 2. 9

Over $6..00
_

8. 1
..

100. 1* 100.2*

*rounding error
A
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TABLE VII-7

WAGES ON LAST JOB BY LOCATION OF LAST. JOB
AND CURRENT LABOR FORCE STATUS

(Non-employed Respondents Only).

Unemployed 'N
Home Area Demand\A rea

N = 79 .

Percent
N = 37

"Percent

Not in Libor Force.
Home .A rea Demand Area

N = 95 N = 84
Percent Percent

$0,01 - 1:50 3.$ 2,, 7 : 11.6 9. 5

.1.51 - ,2.00' 22. 8 . 18'. 9' 54.,7. 26. 2.

2.01 - 2.50 16.5 'lb,. 2 : 20.'0 23 8

2..51 - 3:. 00 13.9 *-

.

8. 1
t,

17.9
.

.

. 10. 7

031 - 3. 50IIMII.N 11.4 .. 8.1 4.2 .6. 6..

3?51 - 4. 00 8. 9' 16. 2 6.3 .9.5.

4.01 -.4.50
.--,...........................

0 0 5.4 2.1 4.8

4.. 51 ... 5: 00 .8.9. 0.0 0.0
......

6.0

e'-'5. 01 - 5. 5Q 3. 8 2. 7 2. 1 .1, '2

5.51 -.6". 00 ..5 2.7 0.0 0.0 .

Over $6. 00* 7. 6 18.9 1.1 2.4



. TABLE VII-8 . .

SUMMARY. OF D WAGE.OF PROPORTIONAL WGE. cHANGE):4'
,

,FROM LAST PREPROGRAM WAGE TO
. LAST PbSTPROGRAM WAGE

f

= 1331 Respondents. Wh6.reported wages in.both periods)

Ctirrently in Short/Mid- Long-Term Non-,

Demand Area Term Returnees Returnees elocatees
Te.

Declined
more than 20% 1.5

9

Declined
1 - 20% 3.0

No Change 0.8

Increased
1 - 20% 4.7

Increased
21 - 50'% 16.4

Increased
51 - 100% 31.1

Increased
100 - 200% 27. 3

Increased
more than 200% X5.3

8. 7 5.1
4

10.9 6.8

6. 0 0.0

1-3.7 6.8

: 18.1 2'3. 1

23.5 20.5

14.2' 23.7

4.9 . 14.2

5.2

8.e

2. 2

,13.0

20.2

24.0

- 19.2

7. 8
.10YNNI.NaMiNRION011014M.

TOTALS .100..1 ** 100.0 100. 2** 99.8 **

* Pi oportional Wage' Change = (Post:wage . Prewage) .4- Prewage ..

Mean time elapsed = 48 months .

** Rounding error. ,
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TABLE V11-9
*MALES*

EMPLOYMENT, UNEMPLOYMENT, AND LABOR FORCE
'PARTICIPATION AT TIME OF INTERVIEW

0 >, a
V '80 to
v 0
(a) Q

1

1 b,
0

E
;.11

2

Po
0
,t)% b
ri
04

E

cl0
3

ci
laP4 0
r4 k

.., o
b 44

1.4co o
o al

E-1 t-1

4

I)
koc

cr4

0 k
.0 o -

A
54

0 g
X ..a'loco d

44 ,f,14,
k u
0 I::

4 fr. 4
6

To

'379
97.4

10
.2.6

389 8
97.9

2

...,
N
9/0

-41
93.2 6.8

44
. 100.0'

19

82.6
4

17.4
X23

,
85 2

4
1V 101

83.5
._20
16.5

121 14.
89.6

N
To

78
78.0

22
22.0

410111=01M1111111.10.

100. 17.
85.5

N
Vo

71
85.5

12
14.5

83 .

90.2

N 263
85.4

45
14.6

308 30
91.1

952
TOTALS T

N
'89.1

116 1068
10.9

bIn accordance with U. S. Department
of Labor conventions, these rates are
calculated as To of active civilian labor
force.

cDefined as not working and not looking
forwork; ,includes retired, Ill, those .

with family vospopsibilities, etc.

aOUTCOME CATEGORIES
$till in demand area:

I. 12 months or more
2. 2-11 months.

Remigrated to supply area:
3. Less than one month
4. 1-11' months
5..12 months or more

Local Placements:
6. Received interview money;

did not relocate
7, Received no Money;

not relocate

82

dCol 4 .4. (Col. 4 + Col. 5)
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TABLE VII-10
*FEMALES*

EMPLOYMENT, UNEMPLOYMENT, AND
LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION

AT TIME OF INTERVIEW

swmallaw.men..........400441.~...

11) ' a
e et
0 b 0
1.) 0 .

46 /ha0 0
(1)

..
v0
0 b
0

1-6
a,
5

41

(2)

v00

.2 b
0.
E .

o
a
0
(3)

00 0... fj

rg
"4 44u

,I.,

5' .8
o cts

E-44

(4)

-,..rarassratarrawwwwww

0 k
2o it

Z A
(5)

6 fgu 0
14 7:4 .

al
44 ..c.i. 'd
k U

1 w40 .. .
14 4.

1 61: cll

(Es)

N
T.

71
93.4

5

6.6
76 48

61.3

7
100.0

0
. 0.0

.
77.8

Ti.

....mgopohn.wrwe...rdWNww=P

2 0

100.0 0.0
2

50.0

N
7c

12 4
75,0 25.0

1 17
48.8

N
i'ic

,7 1

87.5 12.5
.

.

53.3

6
N
Tc

ow............
N

9 .3

/5.0 25.0 57.1

90 8
91.8 8..2

98 46
. .

68,1

TOTA LS 198
Tr 40.4 9.6

POUTCO.MEC.MEGORIES
Still in demand area:

1. 12 months or more
2. 2-11 months

Remigratqd to supply area:
3. Less than one month
4. 1-11 months or more
5. 12 months or. more

Local Placements;
6. -Received intervidW money;

did not relocate
7. ,Received .no money; did

not relocate
184

bin accordance with U.' S. Department
of Labor conventions, these rates are
calculated as T. Of active civilian labor
foci.

cDefined as not working and not looking
for work; includes retired, ill, .those
with family responsibilities, etc.

dCol. (Col. 4+ Col. 5)
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eidemand area' had considerably lower rates of unemployment and higher labor force
participation rates\than those in the supply area, while ,returnees generally had

rnthe highest.unemplOyerit rates and lowest labor force participation rates.

For purposes of ompa.rison, the average annual (1971) unemployment rates by
sex for Upper Penin ula counties and the overall labor participation rates are
presented in Table VIA 11.1

In comparing labor foroe par icipation rates (the proportion of,the eligible :

'population which is eit1A.Ir worki g or actively seeking work), we find that (although
the 1971 county rates combine rn les and females) most categories of respqndent
females'have higher labor foice anticipation rates than the total rates .far U. P.
counties. This would indicate th t unemployment among the women in this survey
is leaslikely to.be "hidden," take the form of withdrawal from the la
fOrce) than in the general .Population of the U.P. The overall rates for U.P.
counties,iiary frorn'a low .of 37 percent to'a high of 78 percent. The overall
participation rate 'for respondents is 85.8 percent. -*

The most recent .reliable .estimates of labor force participation rates by sex in
the U.3'. 'come from the 1970 Census.2 Using standard reporting procedures,
these are: males 66.7 percent;, females 32..2 percent.

Regardless of current localiiori, respondents displayed participation rates
which exceeded those for the U.P. in 1970 (by sex) or 1971. The size of the
differences*involved cannot be'aCcounted for by the timelapse. Wornen'respond-
ents were.19.tinies as likely to be in the labor force as all women in the U. R.

in 1970; the comparable' figure for men.was

In the case of men, as well as wothen, the three categories of returnees
display' the lowest pakticipation rates at interview. This.is not nec4ssarily an
indication of negativ." characterisics,of returnees sinde a number of thein appear
to have returned under circumstances which made them eligible, to drawl upon

pensions social security, or disability-Payments.

'Three hundred fifty persons reported various sources of sUpport other-than
personal employment at the time.of the interview. These. included:3.

Spouse Employed 136 38.9%
W elfare 120 34.1%
Food Stamps U 79 22.6%
Unemployment

CoMpensation 52 14.9%
Social Security or

Pension 40' 11.4%

601MidleillMMINMoimmiimml11

lin July, 1973, the last Month
rate in the U.P. was 9.5 percent.
No. 9, Sept., 1973. P. 2)

of interviewing, the overall unemployment
Mic1.11_122Manscl.........leview (Vol. XXVII,

2Courtesy of Larry Sklapsky, from'the files of Marquette. Branch Office,

MESC.
3Multiple answers were accepted.. 1. .,s

'4'6
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TATB 1.2 V 1.4

4

UNEMPLOYMENT RATES BY _SEX, AND
OVERALL. LABO. FORCE" -PARTIC AVON RATES,

2- U. P. COUNTIES 311 1 71*

Unemployinent Rate
' Males reinale

To

OverTia Labor Force
Participation Rates

Pro ortions

Alge
Bare
Chipp wa
Delta'
Dickinson
Gogebi
Hought n
Iron
Keweetta
Luce
Mackinac
Marquett
Menomine
Ontonagon
S,choolcraft\

\

10. 0 10.
18.4 13.
il. 8 7.
7. 9' 5.

11. 7 8.

3 .1
3

5

11.6. 6.8
16.5 11. 5
7. 1 11 l

16.4 10.3
21. 3 .17.4
8.6. 5. 1

.7.1 3
.5.2 6. 3

..15. 3 9.1 ,

. 46
. 48 .

. 48
4.55
. 55

41
.38
. 37
,38-

55
. 53
. 49
.51

. 78

.48
SZ.4.44bra.41.

*SOurce: Michigan Employment Security C mmisston, by Larry Sklapsky,
Marquette 13ranch Office, as cited in "Fins Rqport of the Skill Center
FeasibilitylStufly" Northern Michigan Univ rsity, 1973, pp. 93-94.

;,7 , 166
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The 40 persons who,were receiving social security or, enslons were all out of
.'' the labor. force, and comprised l9 "percent of the non-labo 5Orce. ... 0

.

V

0
In combination,, the loWer labor forCe participation ra/s and'higher unemploy-

ment rates of returnees reflec t restricted employment o ,pOrtunitiPs in the supply
\ area counties. However, some returnees"' ecvne une ploYed no in the supply
!area; but returned following (or due to) job terMina onsin the demand area:
I e Changing: economic condtioris are strongly associated .with the overall employ.
\riient record of respondents sine proiiam 4it. ReStricting the analysis to
trained respondents (and thereby excluding the & H. miner group) yields the
"percent ges of mean total labor force time spe t unerriployed, byvyea'r .of exit v.

.. rorii tr ining and outcome category displayed. in Table VII-12. .0utcorrie.categOry..
has .be n further subdivided 14. length of time spent in the demand arEia.

I;/ 1 The most remarkable aspect.of the comparisCorrs in Table VII -12 is not the
easily p edicted differences between stayers and nonrelocatees. Itcathe*,..it is
that betv.i,een the two categories Processed nonmovers, 'yi five
Ott of si' cal.Ses, averaged cons derably larger, proportions of time unemployed
than did ocil pladements. .It w 11 be recalled that the distinction between thetwo .,

g'groups i that local placements, although exposed to moility couns.elin v and v:

iriformat on, chose (or-Were advised) to seek emplOyment in thelome.:a ea
eXClusiVelly. Processed nonmovers, lik relocatees, chose. (or-were adiised) to
Seek employmenfiri demand areas, and,,,b\egan the,,ProcesS of demand area. job
search a d/or requeit for pre- employment or relocation grants. If we ds MeI ' ,p.

that a ma O'r consi4.eration in this choice Was availability of emplOyment n he
home are (perhaps in a training. related field), then we may view prOce sed :

nonmover as those.Who,..having been told (or.having volunteered) that j.o ro-
pects at h me were poor, nevertheless ultimately decided not to. move. \ of

the objectives of the Mobility Project was to help to relocate those with,t least
'chance. of rri2loyrnent in the ,hor.n.e area. While.we cannot infer that the, erience':

tof proCess d i-;onm wovers. oUld have befallen others, had. they not move , i is
:clear that he prdeeSsed nonmovers (as compared with local placement. ) ere
correctly i entified. (by, themselves or othetrs)./as at a severe disadvantag 'in .the..

home area, I

a
t, i

, ,L."
w

t.. .

1 IP acldit on, local placements' arid stayers-ho c mpleted training trio to

196t) have oresimilar mean unemployment records thanafte. theadven of the
general ec.o omic downturn, .However, processed nonmov.ets*, ompletirig training...
41,1966. and 968 display mean rates several times higher than stayere. beginning
With the 196 groUp, . the gaps between processed nonmovers,: local plac, trients,
and stayers iden. dramatically. *hile mean percentage" unerriployied among

stayers greW'for cohorts' entering-the labor force £r' m, training in year# of higher
0. unemployment, thb relative achkantage of being a stqer'over a.nonrelo atee also

grew., , In mast cohorts,' long.term,vreturnees were unemployed consid rably'less
than processed nonmovers, althouiih comparisons wish local placemets reveal
no consistent, pattern.

c
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' F. Job Characteri tics and Satiefacticn on Firs
and Last ob by Location of Job ,

First Postproram. Job
A little less than half of the ipe ple holding their' first' job in tie home rea say

they .received a promotion while t ey were on that jobs while just over 60 ercent
of those in the demand area claim d a promotion in their' very first.job(s ,0 Table
VII-13). In either case, theiover he;rning majority, f the jobs Were full time with
'a, slight edge to the people in the et and area.

Opportunities for overtire war* on the first job were metre, in evidence, in the
demand area with 65 percent of t ose in the demand area saying that they worked
some overtime each week andju t over 50 percent of those in the hoire area
claiming overtime each week.

In both cases, those workin in the demand area had abOut a 10 .percent better
chance-Srbtug p id.time-and a-half than straight, time, as well as a, greater oppor-
tunity for workin upward.of f ve hours a week overtimt, thus, increasing their
weekly earning p wer.

Union membefship is us, ally associated not only with somewhat higher hourly,
wages, but also with increred fringe benefits. Demand area workere were almost

, . 0 ,
twice as likely to be unton me,mbers as those in the home area.

7Expression of overall; satis...,ction with jobs showed little difference beteen
areas. 'Workers in the d'emand area were both somewhat more likely to say they

...._ liked their...jobs very-much, and just slightly more likely, to say they disliked their
jobs %refry much, thin-Were workers in the supply area.

1

,

$ Of some interest is the fact that almost twice as many workers in the home
&rea as in the demand' area reported lengthy commuting timesoveraan hour one. ,

'way. This may reflect the situation of miners who chose ito remain at .home, after
the, local mining ihdustry dined 'clOwn, and,colrnrnute to other mines where work
was avails:ble., Likewise, it is not unusual in the Upper Peninsula-to-1 d men,
frpm small towns where jobs are scarce, Who ,drive 50 or *75 mileS ailrone way
to jobs at one of the air fa...de baies.. ,' .

>4

There was very little 'difference found betw en area in, the use of previous work
experience on the first j(ib." The,tpurvey shows. hat over half of the workers had
from none to six months expelierice to bring to their jobs; only abolik, 70 percent had
between-six mnths and' It y-et-t or over two years experience, wit? 4 3 than, four.
percent reporting (froM one to two years .of.experienCe. . ..

Opportunity for the use of yo'Cational tra-iningon firstjob, however, was
distinctly greater -inthe demand area where clost to .90. percent of the trained

4

found' employment iri.their'.field.df training, compared to slightly over 70 percent
in the home area. The availability of Mobility services apparently:Made it pOs-
sibli's for the Skill Center and other manpower progrands in the-Upper-Peninsula
to iiaintain an eniiable.recotd in .terms of ,training - related placements.

ne of f'ecriteria for eligibi?,ity for Mobility financial assistance is that a
tr(:)a ned pe son' be tirktittely"i9 find emplOyinen't 'using. his skill in the home' area.
The lacit/ f such opportunity'lsborne out by to.ke :....:t that people who stayed in their ,
horne,a ea were much less:likely to be afile*to use their newly acquired Skills.
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PARTI L SU.
COM ARED/

\ TABLE
MARY TABLE OF 1013 C
Y LOCATI 'N FOR FIRS
of group wo rking in each

Vss

ACTERISTICS
D LAS'S, JOB

First Job Last Job
Location Location

Supply Deman Supply Demand:
.Characteristic Area Area 1 Area Area ;

P °motion R,e eived 48.3 61 59.8
1.

W rked Full Time 93.6 98. 93.2

''W rked So Me Overtime Ea \hWeek 51 6 65 63.8
.0-

thod of_Overtim -Payment
. S ra i n t Wages 20.6 11 8 9.0

T and a Half 62.6 73 1
I

Unt n Member 19.9 7 34 6

Likes Job .Very Much, 51.3 2 68. . 1 73.8
1

Ditkes Job Very uch 12.1; 12.9 5; 3.'9

Aran urit of. Previous ,Work
,Icper'er_.......Lacellseid or2J'cAl:
0 i; 6 months.' 57:'5 58.4

,,... 6 Imonths - li year . 21.2 19.9
1

1I

.4 years ' 349 ' 3.8
OVeir 2 yea'rs 17.5 17.9

I

Vocational Training Used 70.8 188.8
LI I

Reasons for 'Taking Job*
la fly ,Tob Avai1able 61.2 55.1 . 38.1

1,

r -
, W' ges Good . 15.0 21.5 31'. 9
Wi nted Training or Experierice 37.9 43.4 '45.9

, i

T of Job Termination
ed R 1.6 1.2 0.7

id Off 26.5 13.'8 9.00

ily Responsibilities 4.9 8.2 3.'1
ess 2:2 2.9

Resigned For Other. Reasons 33.6 46.7 ,

67.9

96.4

65.8

42.7
15.4
11.3
30.6

ons Given for Leaving Sob
!Pl nt Closure 1.4/ 2.3 1.4 0.5
plItok Work 15.4 10.9 7.0 3.8

6 Chance ior Adirancernent 13:0. 15.6. 0.7 0.5
is understanding Iwith
p-workers or Supervisors 5.0 6.8 1,2 1.4
ther , , . 31.7 40.4 9.2 5.1

4.4

32.7
16.5
15.9
34.9

69.,2

16.6
23.1
'15.5

0.5
4.9
6.8

5.5

ulti le Res onses Allowed



In coMparing the reasons given for taking the first job, while over half of both
groups stated that this was the only job available, such an answer was given more
frequently bir those working in the home area. People in the demand area more
often responded that the wages were good (23% demand area, 15% supply area)
and/or that th:y felt that the.job offered them valuable training or experience
(43% demand area, 38% supply area). This evaluation onhe part of the workers
indicates that they were in a position to make choices among jobs; it was also
found that nearly one-third of those who went to the demand area had more than

one pre-employment interview.

When we examine the reasons giver% for job termination, we find that workers
in the supply area were twice as likely to be laid off as those in the demand area.
The latter were far more likely. to terminate their employment by.resigning.

0

s

The .reasons given 'for job terminations refleet tke disadvantageous economy

of the Upper Peninstila, Since business failure and slack work were preportion-
itely far more likely to occur in the home area than the'ciemand area .(a ratio of

3 :1 for buSiness failure and nearly 1.5 1 for slack work). Conversely, nearly
16 percent of those in the demand area resigned because they 'felt the job Offered

no chance for. advancement,. Compared with .13 percent for workers in the home
area. .People in the demand area appeared more likely to feerthey.coula resign
and expect better jobs than the one they; held-.-perhaps had resigned, having
already accepted a new job. .

In the comparison of demand to supply area job characteristics in terms of

overall benfits, the advantage seems eto be clearly with workers who left their
home area. and thereby found increased opportunities to work in theirlield of
training, at jobs that provided better earnings and chances of promotion, .and;
With less likelihoOd of lay-offs and fewer restrictions of choice among jobs than

was experienced by those who remained in their home area.

2. Last PostIn_._:s)12am Job

Location in the demand area remains essentially advantageous ever location

in the supply area when the most recent job is considered. It may be more
revealing to examine such changes as do occur rather thin repeat in detail the
types of comparistins made for the first job.

There was a slight drop in full -time employment on last jobs for both locations,
and an increas.e_in moOnlighting. Others were self-employed in addition to holding
a parti4irne job. (For ingtance, see the case history of M. H. )

As might,be expected with the pasgage of time, both groups experienced
increased opportunities for job promotion, with the supply area workers showing

. the greater percentage gain, but yet not approaching the level of promotion of
those in the demand area.

The overtime picture changed in some respect from first to last job.. The
proportion of workers who said they did work overtime increased more than
10 percent in theSupply area and very little (less than 1%) in the demand area,
which still snowed a 'somewhat greater percentage of workers claiming overtime
each week. mach group showed a 10 perbent increase' in the proportion who said
they worked overtime more than five' hours a week,

191 :i
gab



Decreases for both groups were evidenced in the type of overtime pay
received with'fewer in both supply and demand area jobs getting either straight
wages or premium wages. The latter dropped from 63 percent to 42 percent in
the supply area and from IperCent to 46 percent for the demand area workers.
Thesesfigures, together wit ,-the of u' ward occupational,mobility,
suggest that a number of these peciple may have changed froin hourly to salaried
employment.

For the first jobs, about half of both groups stated that they liked this job very
much., Substantially greater proportions in both groups said they like their last
jobjust under 70 percent in the supply area and about 74 percent in the demand
area. Finally, within both groups there were few who answered that they dislike
the last job-,-slightly over five percent fog the home area and less than four
percent for the' demand area.

. A noticeable change in the percentage of those whose commdting time exceeded
an hour one way is seen in those whose last job is in the home area, with that
proportion jumping from 4.5 percent to 10.4 percent. One of the disadvantages
of employment in the Upper Peninsula, as noted in the discussion of the first' job,
is the distance that xnuat be traveled if a wOrker.Chooses to live in his hometown
and travel .to the source 'of the jobusually a mine or military installation.. Such
a.ohoice is frequently made when home ownership; and family considerations enter
into this decision - making process. Although rents are relatively low in the Upper
.Peninsula, the cost of commuting adds substantially to the _cost of living for many
workers. -Virtually no public transportation is available in most of the -Upper
Peninsula.

When speaking of their first job, nearly 60.percent of the worker's ineach
group claimed little (0 to 6 months) previous experience to bring to that' job, and
about 20 percent of each group had had only from six months to one year of expe
rience for their jobs.. 'These figures decreaSed for tote. last job, dropping to` about
43 percent of workers claiming little previous experience for.the last jOb in the
supply area, and 33 percent claiming little-previous experience for the last job in
the demand area. This gain in experience is a natural result of longer labor
force participation. The ,demand area group shows. the greater gain in this
respect; that is, fewer Members ,of this group had a minimum of expvience
(0 to 6 'months) for their jobs.. -For the first job in both supply and demand area,
'slightly less than "four percent of all workers had from one to.ttwo years experience.
For the most recent 'job, over 11 percent of workers in the supply area and almost .

16 percent in the,demand area reported this much job-related experience. Final4r,
the propOrtion,Qf workers with over two years of experience to apply to jobs in
either location, about 1.8 percent for the first job, rose to nearly 31 percent fer
workerscin the, supply area and 35 percent for, those in the demand,area.

Thus, we conclude that competitive positions as..experienced workers 'among
job seekers were 8tiengthened to a greater degree for those who worked in a
demand area than for those who r/ernained at' home.

The use of vocational training remained much greater for demand area
workerg.cainpared to supply_lrea workers on their last jobs althdugh, in this
'characteristic, both groups showed a decrease from first jobs. It may be that

192
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other factors became more important as time progressed, and worker,s had other
beneficial choices available among jobs that were not'in their original field of

training.'
More workers in the supply area than' in the demand ax ea said that they took

their last job beCause the wages were good or because they wanted the training
and experience, with good wages more often the reason for job chOicet It seems
possible that this need had been satisfied more fully for thoge in the demand area,
since relatively few (less than 17%) were pow^ ta,king.the only job available to them,
while about 38 percent of those holding the last job in their home area reported
that this was the only job available.

Lay-offs were the most frequently quoted reason for tetmination of the last
job in the supply area while "family, responsibilities" was most often the reason
given by thdse in the demand area. (As previously noted, the latter may: be an

effect of women leaving the labor force after marriage.) Slack work is given as

the contributing reason for lagt job termination almost twice as often in the home

,area* as in the demand area.

Last job characteristics, like first job charPcteristics, are generally more
favorable when the job location'is in the demand area, .both in terms of worker
satisfaction and of economic criteria used to judge success.

C. Summary

Primarily due to high relocation rates among (previously high
wage) miners and low, rates among (previously low' wage) women,
relocatees display a slight preprogram wage distribution advantage

over nonrelocatees.
Upward wage mobility is the norm for both movers and nOn-

movers. However, those in the demand area are more than twice

as likely a those at home to be earning over $4. 00 per hour
ctirrently (58% vs. 28%).

Individual proportional wage increases clearly occurred more
frequently and were of generally greater magnitude among stayers,
than others, with long-term relocatees and nonrelocatees generally
gaining, more (or losing less) than short- and Mid-term returnees.
Nearly 43 percent of all stayers increased their wages, by more than

100 percent, compared with the preprograin period.

Ma one interviewer iieported, "R indicated that although his training in radio
and television repair has not been used, thelnowledge 1e gained from the training

was. instrumental in helping him get his present job."' This client was a returnee
presently earning over $4,00 an hottr in his home area,working for the Wisconsin-
Michigan Powei company. He had first worked for nine months in the demand

area as an .operator and maintenance man in closed circuit televisi?n at $1. 98 an

;hour..

193
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Labor force participation 'rates jor bothmale and female
respondents in every, outcome category exceeded both the 1970
rates' for the U.P. by sex and the aggregate rates estimated for
1971. Women respondents Were neatly twice as likely to be labor

-force participants as.were women in the total U.P. Supply area
unemployment rates for both sexes are probably "inflated" by a.
lower incidence of hidden (labor force withdrawal) unemployment.

Current unemployment rates' for both men and women are lowest
for relocatees with at least one year tentire in the demand area .

(men, 2.6%; women, 6.6%). o

. .

Changing economic conditions are strongly vssociated with the
overall employnierif records, of trainees, regardless of reloca.tion
status. However, relocation still seems to have been greatly to
the employment advantage of trainees graduating during the 1969
1972 period (as compared with nonrelocatees).

Demand area jcibs rated highly in terms of promotions. tectived,
overtirhe wage structures, overall satisfaction, opportunity to use
vocational training, and reasons for accepting the job. :Supply area
jobs were most likely to have been accepted as the only jol),aVailable,
and (in the case of.firit jobs) over one fourth of them resulted in
termination due to layoff (nearly twice the proportion for demand
area jobs).

The highest relocation rates among.trainees were reported by
those. most technically trained. Lack of educational upgrading
facilities at 'the institutions offering the Most technical courses
appears to lave resulted in a Very low incidence of WIN partici-
pation in these .courses. WIN relocation rates are More Com-
parable to their )ess technically trained counterparts..

-Training in occupations where training could readily be used in
small 'eatablishthents was generally associated with loW relocation
rates in service and repair,occupations.

OccUpational mobility was a major"feature of postprograM
experience,' The largest pioportional increases were found for
first postprogram employment in professional, technical and
kindred, craftsmen and foremen, and clerical fields'. Major
decreases occurred in laborers, service, sales, and operatives.

Last postPrograni jobs in the demand areas were. concentrated
in operative and professional, technical and kindred areas. Home
area last jobs were primarily of the Craft and operative types.
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CHAPTER VIII

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSES OF POSTPROGRAM \

LABOR FORCE EXPERIENCE OF' RESPONDENTS

A. Strategy for Regression Analyses of Pos,tprogram
. Labor Force Experience of Respondents

1. Rationale

Among the .unusual aspects or the NMU Mobility Research Project is the pOst,
program time span under consideration. A search of program evaluation literature
revealed no comparable effort, and., hence, no analysis model tailored to such a
problem. In trial regressions as well as cross-tabulations, it became apparent
that use of percent time in-the demand area as a definition.of mobility groups led to.

Combinations of'noncomparable groups. Combining respondents who spent 50 per-
cent of one .'year with those who spent 50 percent of six. years to represent s.orkke

."common experience, " for example, would- be extremely misleading. Stich an
approach, .combined with, a control for year of progrim exit, 'did nOt measurably
improve definitiohal refinement and .-tomplicated interpretation unnecessarily.

As the earlier disCussiOn a the, outcome category system revealed, the absolute
time periods used 'involved us in comparing widely' varying proportions of varying
time spans.

.

The model presented here avoids most of the pj.tfalls of these'alternatiVes. The

variation in possible time since exit-is reduced substantially for each group and the
possible effects of varying levels of economic activity.on the cohorts are, allowed to
"surface" rather-than controlled statistically. We shall be in a position to compare
the employment and wage experience Of three. cohorts, and' to examine (subject to
the mixed influence g of time and cyclical changes) the viability Of wage and employ-
ment diiferentials,(i,e, on the .basis ofmcibility status) over a relatively longtime

pa rk.

Within cohorts, implied. level of economic activity is introduced into the
dependent variables. The analysis of the most recent wage, a weighted mean'of
wages for all postprogram jobs', and the product of the mean wage and percentage
time employed, is dekigned to capture the effects of differential availability of

employment-at various wages as experienced by-respondents, The second in a tong-

10



term estimate of the expected value of gross hourly wages; the, third effectively
spreads mean gross wars per hour over all active labor force time to estimate.
expected gross wage ,income per hour of labor force activity. While weighted mean
wage reflects the values of the indiVidual's contribution to' production, deflating it by
opportunity to work more adequately reflects' the wage income 'contribution to the
welfare of the household.

2'. The Groups Under Cons ide ration

Of the 15001 respondents, 1447 have been.in the labor''.force at some tirne since
their last contact with the Northern Michigan Mobility Program (NMMP). Time
elapsed since last contact ranges from about three.to eighty7seven months,. 'The'
groUp includes relocatees who have stayed (stayers) in the relocation sites (demand
area, DA)., relocatees who returned (returnees) to the supply areas (SA),. after
various lengths Of stay in the DA, nonrelocatees who actsively pursued mobility
services (up to and including receipt of funds for pre-emplement interviews in the
DA sites) and nonrelocatees who opted for aid.inslocat employment placement rather
than mobility/. With minor exceptions, all were MDTA trainees residing originally
in depresied Northern Michigan counties.

. 3'. .Dependent Variables .
. . ... ..

Three dependent variables will be examined in'a series of multiple regressions,
These are:

a. Las t wage on la.St postprograin)ob.

b: Weighted mean wagei since program exit.

c. Weighted mean wa.ges times b(i.e; , deflated by) percentage. time employed.'

The proportiOn of time employed component-takes as. its denominator all time
spent in the ciVilian,noninstitutionalized labor force (i. e. , time employed plus
time unemployed).

Due to the possible distortions evident in utilizing simple wage changes from
t e ,one to time:two, a variable has been chosen which takes into account, and
weihts, the average wage on each j.ob held since program exit. The variable is
create from: wage arid-job tenure information for each individual as follows:

\,
j n

1

(
+ .1Arij

2

Where:. Wij W first wage on the itah job
W2j '1st wage on the jth job
T..J tenure,. in, months, on the jth job

multkiariate analyses are based on the corrected N.of 1500,
19.6



Hence: 2
2

i Wii = average wage on the jth job, which then weighted by the

number of months the job"was held, and ultimately, by the proportion, of the total
working months ( 274 Ti ) during which this wage was operative.

The last depe.nde.nt variable combines, for comparison with the first two, the
effects of differences. in wages and employment opportunitiep hypothesized as
available .to respondents .according to their migration statust.

4. Two Methods of Examinin: Cohorts of Iles ondents and Mobilit Outcomes

At the outset of the research project a framework for examining outcome
categories s devised, with each individual unambiguously assigned an "outcome:

(See Glossar

Because of the open-endedness of OC's land 5, it is possible .that nurnerous
persons cla sifted as OC 1 at time of interview have spent fewer actual months in
thedemand rea than some classified as OC Additionally, at various other times
all OC 5 res ondents would have been classed OC 1oz,:2. With a posSible.87-month
maximum e since move; neither simple ,percentage time .spent in the demand
area nor .the outcome category schema seems the most adequate manner of examining
wage or e ployment outcomes according to mobility decisions. Finally, the
.changing employment opportunities in bath area over the seven year' period must be

accounted for in some mangier:,'

order to more clearly isolate Comparable time periods, the respondent group,
willb-e-d-ivided---initialLY into three..parts.and each regression model run separately
for.the'sUb groups. First,. the 53 persons in OC 2 will be deleted, since their long-
run outcomes are the most doubtful. This will leave a. total of 1394 respondents,
with a ,minimut.: (,f 12 months since program exit: These will be grouped according:
to time. elapse, since exit as:

Group 1:. 12 to 36 months = late clients,

Group 2: 37 to 60. months 'midterm clients

Group 3: over 60 months = .early clients
. .

This strategy will reduce the within group variation in possible time spent in the
demand area, when the outcome category system is applied as a set of independent S.
variables defining mobility status.

5. Thg Formal Model

The independent variables which were entered into the estimating equations
were specified as folloy./s: I

Yi. = a.i bixi

1 The variables which are coded 0 or 1, depending on status are "dummy variables."

In such cases; the uncoded,.or "base" group is that group with which 411 of the .coded,

variables in the group are°compared in the equation. loor instance, the value estima-
ted for being a craftsman (x10) is the estimated difference, in,units of'the dependent
variable, between being a craftsman and belonging to the base group, laborers.



Where:
A
Yi

4.

estimated value of the dependent yarkable

a1. = the .constant term

x3 x4

Sex
X 1. ='. 1 if male, 0 if othqr

Marital status at time of mobility project contact
xi, = 1 if married,. 0 if other

= Prepr ogram educational attainment
x3 = 1 if high school graduate, 0 if other

'." x4 = 1 if attended college, 0 if other:
(base group = less than high school graduation)

x5 = Calumet and Hecla Miner
xs = 1 if' minesr, 0 if ,other

x6 Use of vocational training
x6 = 1 if used one first job, 0 if other

x7 = Months of preprogiam work expeiience

xg' Number of postprogram jobs !reported

x16" = Occupation of last postprogram job
x9 1 if professional, technical or managerial, 0 if other

x1.0 1 if clerical or. sales, 0 if other

x11 1 if craftsman or forernan, 0 if other

= 1 if operative, 0 if other
x13 = .1 if mine labor, 0 if other

x14 1 if farm worker, 0 if other
x15 1 if private household worker, 0 if other.

x16 .1 if other service worker, 0 .if other'
(Base group = laborers, except farm and mine)

-Mobility Outcome Categories

1 if stayer, 0 if other

1 if relocatee who returned-within 12 months after relocation
.(long-term returnee), 0 if other

9 1 if,rolocatee who returned 12 or more months alter relocation
(long-term returnee), 0 if other '-1

(Base group = nonrnovers)
The same independent variables are used for each of the three wage and employ-

ment models.

0

0



. 6, 'Explanator Variables itzLraw

Although many of the women respondents were primary Wage earner's with heavy
financial responsibilities, it is expected that they will display wages, and wage/
employment values far below those of their male counterpa.rtners. Two factors
complicate this relationship. Being .a woman is highly.correlatad with servlce
occupations, a relatively low-wage cate'gory. Additionally, availability of empioy-

mentfor women in the supply areas is a crisis, ,even within the context of the'.
continuing employment crisis which besets the. area.

Marital Status

Although causal priorities remain unclear, marriage is usually associated with,
and employed as a proxy for, a variety ofmaturity, or responsibility factors. The

..poSsibility that employers take-a similar view enhances the hypothesis that being
married will be positively:related to wages and employmeht.

The behavior of the education variable in these models is a matter .of considerable
.Whilehile the standard positive association of eduCation and employment success

is anticipated, the factthat most respondents received additional skill training
complicates the matter. Among the possibly effects of training is the removal or .

muting of much of the absolute dikadvantage associated with low education levels.

612,
sr

It, is not anticipated that age will strongly related to employment outcomes for this
group. Not only do we anticipate any absolute' effect being swamped by stronger
relationships with occupation and: mobility but, the unusual nature of age pyramids
in the U. P. may radically alter age-specific ,advanta-ge-or.disadvantage in the labor
market. The variabfe1was, employed primarily for purposes of standardization.

Calumet and Hecla Miner

.
This group is singled out for two reasons. First, these miners were treated

'differently than the balance of the client .6opulation, Secondly, it is anticipated
that .althOugh they ,rnoveeto jobs within a familiar industry, the multiple disadvantac
,ges of low education, advanced 'age, and ,long-idleness during the C ttoH strike may'
take a great toll in,relative wages, The fact that their employment transfer occurred
during a time of expanding mining activity leadtus to ,9pecUlate that they were at an
additional competitive disadvantage in the contextof new labor market entrants in

'occupations demanding dexterity, stamina, and the acquisition of new skills,

Use of. 'Vocational Train ii
One V. the common criteria of manpower training success is the.rate of training-

related placements. We haxe chosen td test for the effect of training -r lateciness
on wages and employment, Each respondent was. asked whether or not e kwai able

to make use of vocational training directly in the first postprogram j. ,`Even in



the presence/of khe.indications of correlation with rnobility status, the
r . -

decision was made to inspect any remaini9g "independent" effects oftraining-related
employment. The hypothesis, in its positive foirm, is that Use of training ,bn the
first job/will be pos.itively related to wages andlemployment throughout th period.

/.
,)

Pre ogram Work Experience

. Labor. market conditions., particularly in the demand areas, varied idely over
the program period. The use of the continuous variable, months ,of pretious work
experience, is expected to lie'. positively;related-to-postprogram employment Niaria-

..,bles among clients, with negligible relationship expected for earlier-bohoIrts.
It was reasoned that in the more recInt/Per/iod of higher unemplOyMent rates,
employers would be 'More likely to inV\cike more stringent or mo,e traditional
ment Criteria; using previous experience as a proxy for perSonal and occupational.

SI

maturity.

Number of Postprdgram, Jobs Held 1

I

It is suggested that among early Tents this variab!e may have negligible or
even positive relationship to wages'( ue to the relatively !-ight l.abc r market condi-
tions. at the time of labor.force're!-entry). Tor later clients, thernypothesia is the
opposite, i.e., that the job-changIng in times of higher unemployment is likely tp
be negatively relatedto wages and erriploYment-adjusted wages. '

1

Occupation of Last Postprogram Job./ 1 /
,. .

The choice of this.variable is based on the foltowing reasoning.. In order to
daptUre the preiuMed strong relationships between wages and occupation,: either .,.--
the first Usrat or' last occupation could.have been used. It.waa.be.lieved that startingw/ .ith ,

the first.postprogram job, respondent's were ina position' to fashion (subject to
labor market and personal constraints ),.a netW!icareer trajeetory.'",.AlthoUgh some,.
would remain in the same oediipational catelory throughout the follow-up 13eri4,-':
Others would display cons iderable.ddcupational \mobility. Siii'Ce our objective was
not lopredict long -term wages, based on first oCciipation, but was inatead, tocontiol
for differences in.wages by occupation over'the period,:,the last occupation was ,

chosen. /In the context of career life .cyFles (or trajectories) his occupation is more -.

likely, it seems, to indicate the direction of d'ccupatidnalmOveMerit (if not ita end' -
point),point), and thus td.rnore realistically acC-Otint.for.i.!`,14ge variation over the 'period.

.

It its anticipated that this proCedure.may prodt4e some discontinuities in the.
ranking of wages byoccupations in order of general. socio-economic status. In
particular, thcose respondents whose last job was in an area whidh requireg a consi-ia.

. - .
derable period of `nonaPecific on:t:hedob training (vocational preparation, not, _______

,
withstanding)

.,may/
be just beginning to experience positiVe.wage.differentials as/ . .coyripa.red with workers with less training. This ,i's anticipated as a 'strong effect i.n

the case of craftsmen and foremen, particularly in tern's of weighted mean wage
for early and midterm. clients. .,Late clients who have, in a shorter, period of time',
attained the status of craftsm en are More likely to be those more fully prepared to
reap immediate wag ..benefits without first experiencing a training-related depresaion,

o-fWage-s. (I4owever,, operatives among the late .clients May, be experiencing. attch
., on-the mjQb training currently which may lead to eventual craft or foreinan status.



,

Interms of opportunity for employment, however, it is anticipated/that the
employment"-Weighted wage model Ideflated mean will reveal a positive

1

association for higher ranked opcupations such as professional, technical and
.

.

managerial, clerical and craft. a

;

. , Mobility:t)1jrneitcc :g

,
The variable,,of primary interestIn this analysis is mobility.

hypotheses for the analysis oftemplOYMent outcomes according to m!
fundamental prernise_daminated :the process and is. made explicit in

--is-i-tirat--there are both .qualitative and quantitative .differences in mob
which affect employment and wages,;'.. Basically, we hiave three types
patternS: nonmigratits,:.,one7way Migrants, and circa; migrants, or
These may be viewed as types of .behavior' which each respondent, :re g

.,statett inte rvievi, may eventually display. Within. _migration' States th
qua,ntitatiVe differencei, expressed in terms of the length of tire an in'r.

--spent in the dernan.d_a_rea,L_Th reasoning which underlies the hyPothesi

.
demand area a taf of Long Jura" ion among circular migrants_ will .be assn

.,,
a- narrowing of the. employrnen and wage gap. betWeen. tayers and return,
presented ,in Chat!rter III. Sect on..E. .. c-'' .., ' '

1

e model. That
lity'behaviOr
f mobility
retu'ineek.
rdless of his

e also,'
ividuil has

that'a
ated with
es is.

Last Wag\on Last.J.ob
As anticipated," sex was a

,with differences .o
fo/the early clients, a

-- 'The wage advantage of be
although it lacked signiffeaTa
ocCupationalcategories were

Relocatees who temained
!and hidhLy' s ignificant,w.age a
mobility Variables).,Short,t
midterm clients , :but in. othe r
or explained so littlevariatio

clients).
d I

14 As a predictor of last wa,

iftra-ticbehaviOr in these°
exists that considerably mor

..advantage of long-term retur
In the midterm group where
on wages,/the long-term retu
of nonrxio'Vers, and the .sign. o.
sign is poSitive.

In all three, instandss.the
froth ..333 to . 364. ,

O

Tindings

I

ble vni4).
marcirexplanatory factor for this and all of er wage
that .basis ranging from $0.44 for late clie is to .

d consistently favoring MaleSY
ng-a high school graduate was constantly po itive

in the case of midterm; clients. In this ins ance,
more likelyto be of significance in explaning wages.

in '11E! demand area (stayers.) Ichibit'a consAstant.large
vantage *over. nonmovers (who form the base,Vgr3up for
rrn returnees were at a signific4nt disadvantage aniong
periods, showed.no signiftgarirdifference (late clients)
that the group,failed to enter the',equati n, (early

1.
Y

lorig-term returnee variable -disp iiaya somewhat
eks In the early client group," where th
than one Year was spent in the ,dem rea,, ihe wage
ees Over nonrnoverp is nearly/equal to:that:of stays
ccupat groups display major si, nificant effects`
nees, wages are not siigiiificAntly,di ferent from thos
the coefficient is negative. Amon late clients the

.
,/

otal quation signific-ant at a . 001 leVe I, with

A
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TABLE. VIII!
'LAST WAGE ON LAST JOB

REGRESSION boEFFICIENTS.WITH SIGNIFICANCE LEVELS NOTED
(ALL coefficients, aro in units of oet,....Ail .

... .. . D

Variable .. Early alienta f, 1 . Midterm ClieOts
/ Name. N .'544 ' N '-' 435

I

High School. Graduate

SOMe 011et

C & H Miner

Married/

Former/ Welfare
Recipient

Stayer (in the
. demand are

Shott 'term R tu

;.153.0 *I**.

-0.2. NS

35.4 *

. '12;18 N8

-44)3 NS.

S7.04

-52.4 ** .

105.4' ***

. 1.6NS.

3.8 NS

30,4 NS

28.0 NS'.

15.4 NS .

N.74 3
. Late

66.

44, 6 *

0.7 NS;'

46, 4. ***

43.1NS

-70.7 NS.

'34.2*

4

e.

NA

66.0 ***

NA

65.4 **

3, 5 NS

..Lon 'Term Returnee

60.7 * **

-3,114S

Nu ber of Jobs Held.ri

A n1ecedent Months'
Employed 't

rOfedsien;a1,. irechnical;
or Managerial

Clerical/isles

46.1

-16.9 NS

2,1 NS.
,

0.1,NS

,

180 NS

3:6 N

0, 2,NS' .1

35,1 NS.

50. 7 *

.10.7 N8...

-22,, 7 NS

-64.6 **

-63, 3 NS

39,2 Ns

Ckaft__ .

°per:4We

Private

Se rAce

JPrm

Mine Labor

Use Vocational Trak
on First Job

34.0 NS'
_..

14..9

c15. 9 NS

---7 -15., i3 NS , .

-170. 7 S

64«6 *`
-17,op.6 Ns

,

-177.

A

ti. " 4 tr. *
*o

-210, *

NA

NS

NS .

I.

ing

.'6

7".80NS '
bverS11 F

=14.7i***
12,= 0,.600

;
R6= :.-4,1360

'Coruna it =1189 9
I. .

Significant ail . 05 leitel
Significant at 01 !ettel
Sigiviticant 4.t 001 level
Not Significsnt.. at I 05
Noll Available,. did hot en

35,16 *-

Over.ali F ;,
11.4**

.1)04 7
11`.=

'ConsIant # 263,4

a

; dvArs.11 .

=, 9,11 ***
R 577

2
R 333'
Cons Rant

r .

*o

er egression equation
, .

I,

0 d

1.
I

e
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While clearly stayers. had a considerable wage advantage (from $0,41 to $0:66.4
r) over nonmo Teri, and short-term returnees showed .no or ,negative

fferences, the wages ..of the long-term returnee group display no pattern which
would lend support to either the hypothesis that this group was at a 'consistant
advantage or disadvantage. Theassumption that wage advantage, ,,if found, would
be°strongest when the time period under consideration was longer dOes, however,
appear to be supported.

2. Weighted Mean Wage. on All Postprogram Jobs (Table VIII-2)
.

When wages in the entire postprogram period are - analyzed, short-term returnees'
display a consistant.pattern of no significant difference from nonmovers, although the

sign and size of the coefficients vary considerably.

Cons istantly positive and significant coefficients are those far-males, married
,persons, and stayers. Early client, long-term returnees, show up as having an
average wage advantage of $0.69 over nonmovers, surprisingly, this exceedsthe
advantage of stayers in this group. Among midterm clients, the order Of advantage
is reversed, but long-term returnees' wages continued to exceed those of nonmovers
and of short-term returnees.

With respect to the alternative cha.rat erizations. of returnees, the results of
this analysis give little: or no supiYort to the contention that regardless, of the time
period, returnes are "failures. " In terms of wages alone, lc,ng-term returnees
clearly,differ from non-movers and short'-term relocatees; and they differ. in the
.direction of being>most like stayers, who by traditional-criteria are "successful"

. .

relocatees.
AS predicted, this finding is more strongly. supported as the time period is

lengthened.

3. Deflated Weighted Mean2ATAge(Table VIII-3)

The las-t equations estimate the ecombined value of mean wages 'since program
and opportunity to work in terms of hourly wages per "full.-time equivalent" hour
of labor force activity. Cons istantly significant and large V'alties' for stayers,' and
professional and technical occupations indicate prediCtable routes to wage/wortt'

pportunity. The emergence of positive And significant values in the two later
'c harts for craftsmen (as well as the sizeable early cohort coefficient) differ from -
the,, behavior of 5 imple wage variables. The entire group.of 'Occupational Categories
in these equations behave more as suggeste,d by labor market theory than ih the

others. Higher skilled occupations display increasingly large positive coefficients,
with increasing frequency of significance. With the exception of mine labor, the
occupational levels of operative and below display generally negative wage /w,ork

Opportunity. The mine labor situation Is a. case.of increasing activity in U. P.

:mining and mining-related occupations which haVe develped at alew large operations
recently. s:

When both wages and opportunity to work are considered, the size, sign, and

frequency of significance of coefficients on education and marital status are main-

tamed and even strengthened in indications of positive influence. Former welfare
recipients display considerable disadvantage among early clients, although this

203
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TABLE VW.2
WEIGHTED MEAN WAGE,FOR ALL POST PROGRAM JOBS

REGRESSION"COEFFICIENTS WITH SIGNIFICANCE LEVELS NOTED
(AU coefficients are in unite qf Gents)

.

tarty Clients' Midterm Clients Late Clients
N N544 N= 435 N = 366

Variable
Name

SIMMNIIMINIMUMBOMMIIIMOIYO.

Male

Age

'High School Graduate

Some College

C.81 H Miner

olviarried

Former Welfare
Recipient

Stayer (in the
demand area)

Short-Term Returnee

Long-Term Returnee

Number of Jobs Held

Antecedent Months
EmploYed

Professional, Technical,
or Managerial

Clerical/Sales

Craft
. .

Operative

Private H H

Service

Farm

p.

'Mine Labor

Use Vocational Training
-on' First Job

*

NS
NA

Significant at .
Significant at 01
Significant at 001
Not Significant at
Not Ave ilab; e, did

6

121. 7 ***.

NA

18,1 NS

5.7 NS

NA

23, 5 *

-33.6 **

49. *se

-2. 9 NS

69.1 ***

-0. 8 NS

0.1 NS

.

25, 4 NS

18.6 NS

1, 7 NS

-11. 5 NS

-104. 3 NS

-39,0 *

-116.3 NS

-'68, 0 NS

-5.1 NS -

Overall F
= 19. 29 ***

Ey= .642
R`z. .412

"Consia.nt0180, 9

96, 7 ***

-0, 7 NS

3, 9 NS

17, 4

13.8 NS

20. 6 *

6.7 NS

36..6 ***

-22. 9 NS

27. 5 *

0. 3 NS

0.1 NS

54, 1 ***

NA

15. 9 NS

-3.1 NS

-98.4 NS

-24..6 *

-152, 5 *

-15.8 NS

24. 7 a

Overall F
15.55 ***

R 655
R

2c , 429
Conatante205,. 4

level
!evei
level
05
not enter regression equation

204

.135

51, 7 **

0, 7 NS

31.2 **

46.3 *

-73.2 NS

31.9 **

6. 3 NS,

55. *a*

ZS, 1 NS

. 31.'3 NS

-3. I NS

0, 2 NS

52.3 *

5.3 NS

40, 5 a

14.0 NS

-27, 6 NS

/032. 4 NS

-29. 7 NS

27.8 NS

NA

Overall F
gt. 8, 72 ***

.579
len . 336

Constant -163. 3

1.1



TABLE VIII-3
DEFLATED WElairrED MEAN WAGE

REGRESSION COEFFICIFMTS. WITH SIGNIFICANCE LEVELS NOTED
(All coefficients are in units of cent.)

Early Clients Midterm Cliente
N = 544 N 435

132.3 *** 89.3 WIC

NA -1. 2 NS

25. 7 ** 9.3 NS

13. 5 NS 26. 9 NS

NA 28.2 NS

21.7* 22.3 *

Variable.
Na me

'Male

Age

High School Graduate,

Some College

C & H Miner

Married

Former, Welfare
Recipient

slayer (in the
demand area)

Short-Term Returnee

Long-germ Returnee

Number of Jobs Held

Antecedent Months
Employed

Proles ional, Technical,
or Managerial

Clerical/Sal

Craft

Operitive

Private H H

Service
o

Farm

Mine Labor

Use Vocitional Training .
on First Job

**
***
NS
NA

Significant at
Significant at
Significant at ,
Not Significant
Not Available,

.43. I***

50. 8 ***

-1. 9 NS

53. 2 ***

-5, 3 *

0. 04 NS

50. 9 **

53.3 **

25. 9 NS

13, ?NS

-5.z.4 NS

-14.2 NS

-66. 0 NS

-23. 0 NS

11. 7 NS

Overall F
= 20. 4 ***

R 652
112: 427

.

Constant -124.6

-20. 0 NS

32.9 **.

-33. 7 *

17.1 NS

Er. 5 *

0.1 NS

84. 7 ***

22. 2 NS

40.3.*

14.2 .NS

42.6 NS

1.7 NS

-115.9 NS

17.4 NS

39.2 *v.,

Overall F
U.S ***

613
R2= .376

Constant -174, 3

05 level
01 level
001 Level
at 05
did not enter regression equation
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'Lan, Clients
N = 366

29. 7 NS

NA

42; 8 ***

28.1 NS

-27;6 NS

30.2 **

72.0 ***

6.3 NS

43.7 NS

-4. °VS

0.2 *

66.4 **

24, 8 NS.

67..8 ***

31. 5 NS

NA,

-22.4 NS

109. 9

13.1 NS

Overall F
= 109.1 ***

610 .

R2= .372
Cone tant=109. 1

.4.



seems less severe in the later periods. Whether this isacohort effect alone, or
(a more disturbing possibility) an indicatibn of widefting wage/employment gap
over time, is impossible to sag with assurance.

With respect to mobility status, short-term returnees display a Considerable
,dis'acivantage, in comparison to nonmovers, when the only significaat coefficient is
considered, and negligible difference in the remaining periods. Among early
clients, long-term returnees again exceed stayers in predicted value of wage/work
opportunities, compared with nonmovers. This seems remarkable, sinceby
definition, nearly all returnees changed jobs at least once, at the time of remigra-
tiOn, thus increa,sin the probability of a period of unemployment being recorded.
By contrast, many sayers have had only one job. Long-term returnees also main-
tain considerable ( it statitictlly insAgnificant) advantage over nonmovers and
short-term returnees in the midterril and late cohorts.

Finally, the overall performance of the deflated weighted mean wage equations
exceeds that of simple wage equations, if ,ve consider overall Statistical significance
and',pr4sortion bf variance explained.

C. Summary and Conclusions

When mobility status alone is considered:.

1. .Relocatees who stayed in the demand area have experienced wage and
employment outcomes which, in all cohorts, in'clica.te considerable
advantage over nonmovers.

2. bliortimidterm returnees displayed no consis,tant pattern of any advan-
ta.ge over nonmovers, and in some cases had significant negative-.

differences..

3 Long-term returnees among early clients displayed.c,onsiderable,
significant advantage over nonmovers, 'exceeding that attained by
stayers in two cases and nearly equaling it in the third. Although
generally lacking statistical significance in the later cohorts, this
category had a negative sign in only one case; this entailed the
estimation of the most static dependent variable, last wage (mid-
term clients). In estimates of weighted mean .variables, which
should more closely approximate long-run expected values, the
long-term returnees 'showed consistant pattern of strong advantage
over nonmovers, with significance in 3 of 6 cases.

Although short-term returnees appear to fair generally worse than nonmovers,
there is no tangible support for the ,hypothesis that long-term returnees necessarily"
share their fate, As the time horizon was extended; long-term returnees exhibited
wage and work oppeortunity indidators which more closely approximated those for
stayers. Unless we are prepared. to seriously question the employment success of
stayers, we have little \pr .no. support for concluding that long-term returnees are
laboi market failures, \
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CHAPTER IX

AID ANALYSES OF CONDITIONAL

-PROBABILITY OF RELOC,ATION

A. The Use ol! the AID III Program

One of the goals of the research at hand is to enhanCe the capability to.detect,
prior-to offering subsidized mobility, those combinations of personal and environ-
mental factors which may predict economic and mobility outcomes. We have taken

. the position that this is not simply a matter of determining which movers (o(r.

trainees) will be successful, but rather of determining which moves (or occupational
patterns) may be most successful. That is to say, based on the experience of

,program staff, we wish to analyze those combinations of personal characteriitics
of the client, as well as of the ehvironMent of the areas of origin anddestination
which appear to affect (positively or negatively) wages,, employment, the decision
to relocate,. or to return to the area of origin.

Two factors argued against the use of "traditional,' methods of analyzing
decision outcomes, such as multiple regression, descrimina.nt analysis or simple
analysis of variance.

1. The assumption of additivity required in these models is presumed
to be violated and it is the behavioral yield of this violation which
we wish to explore.,

Z. Although' interaction of predictors may be dealt with on a limited
scale in multiple regression, cross-product terms utilizing dummy
Variables must be,. as a practical matter, limited in number and
(due to the necessity to omit one level of each of the predictors) ,

arbitrarily impinge upon our ability to discover how they work un
the data set.

A problem arises when we.corisider the, goal of,discovering what predictors, in
combination, occur inthe presence of a given. result. There are sorne reiults
which require that multiple conditions arise to produce them; While we might test
a limited number of hypotheses concerning main and interaction effects utilizing
traditional multivariate routines, the Identification of unique subgroups of a Sample .
which produce clustetied minimum or.maxitnurn values of the dependentovariable

e.



.04

becomes an arduous and expensive process under these conditions. In particdiar,
Methods of dealing with Omitted values of dummy variables leave much to be desired
in terms of economy as well as interpretation.

4

Wheh res.earch, interest 'centers on sample subgroups of particular policy
importance, the_potential interaction of program treatments and environmental
factors with membership in the salpgrOup takes on primary'impoirtance for goals
stated in terms of alteration of economic or social outcomes for -group moernbers.
The use of stepwise regression is of limited value in such cases due to the limits
upon numbers of interaction terms which may be handled with ease. Procedural
limitations of the model are equally critical; each one of the predictor's added has,
its effect measured over the entire data set. Yarianc.e analysis hg.s its owti design
requirements which produce problems when survey data are not orthogonal, as well
as requ;iring that effects be measured over the whole data set. 1 ...s

A -relatively new program (AID-III) which applies large number of potential,
predictors. to extensive data sets, producing a new set of complex variables (sample
subgroups defined by complex predictor combinations) which have high predictive
p_Rw er is utilized here, as a complement to' other procedures.

"The general principle of the program is an application of a
. prestated, if complex, strategy simulating the procedures a good

researcher in searching for predictors that increase his power to
account for the variance of the dependent variable. Thus, the basic

is followed; and the focus is on power in.,
reducing erlior, i.e., on importance rather than on significance. In
piace of restrictive assumptions, reliance is on a prearranged procer
dure which starts with the most stable and reliable finding (division of
-the data set on.that'predictor which reduces the variance of the depen-.

. dent variable the most} and worki down to less and less dependable and
powerful findings on smaller and smaller Subgroups. ..

A major advantage of this procedure is the transparency of the
process and the results. At each decision point, the printed output
Allows one to examine all the alternative divisiOne of the data set.
...At the end of thesprocesa, what one has is a set of subgroups whose
definition.(pedigree) is clearly and easily defined by the process by
'which they Were isolated and whose 'characteristics (mean and variance
Of the dependent variable) are .simple statistics. "2

The AID procedure is not utilized here. nor was it design d as a hypothesis
testing method. Rather; it is a way of literally "getting inside of the data set" to
examine an array.of potential hypotheses which concern ihe effects of variables
which may not appear important over the entire data set, but-which are dispropor.
tionately important to the outcomes of subgroups.

0

'John A. Sonquist, Elizabeth Lauh Baker and James N, Morgan,, Searching
for Structure: An A proach to. Anal sis of Substantial'Bodies of Micro-Data and

Documentation foltc22Luiszy.....,_____.............'ieAutorr,iticInteraction
Detector Program) (Ann Arbor: Survey Research Center, 1971) p, 2.

Zlbid, .einphesit. added.
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".HyDotheses are built on.-what effects.thOse at the margin... But if
maly ep_Ipl..a_are not free to make choices or are dominated by other
forces... then the data may show that the overall effect of some irivor-
tant theoretical variable is insignificant, when in fact it is quite power
ful for the subgroup--something which this program will reveal. '!l

The procedure for using the.prograM is basically simple. However, the range
of strategy parameters available and the lackrof any extenshre literature concerning
the implications involved ih strategy chOices require that the researcher cohtem- .

4 plate he priorities ,which would'emerge if he were to attempt to duplicate, the ,
proces)-by calling up successively more complex cross-tabulations. That is,
their selection requires that a broad theoretical context or "KhOwn" temporal or
causal ordering of events be invoked.

Although the output is most easily interpreted when a continuous dependent
variable is specified, dichotomous variables when are distributed with not.less
than 20 percent of the observations taking on one of the values will prOduce
comparable results.

'Predictors must be converted to or occur as categories. However, strategy
parameters are available which will combine K ordered categoric., of. a'predictor
("monotonic mode") in K-1 ways and choose those two groups which produce the
largest reduction in, error. If the restriction that the 'categories remain ordered
is lifted ("free Mode"), all possible such combinations will be examined. ror
instance, if five age categories are specified with order maintained, there are
four possible ways to divide the data set into twbogroups on the basis of 'age.
However, if there is any reason to suspect that combinations of young and old
categories vs. middle aged maybe of importance, the ordering strategy may be
abandoned to good effect.

In cases of predictors where no strong theoretical or empirical support is,
available to justify ordering of categories (e. g., detailed occupational categories)
use of monotonic mode is likely to produce highly idiosyncratic splits ofthe.data..
set.* With a maximum of 33 categories per predictor, some care need be;exer-.

cised in choosing category breadth when free mode is used.

"...if there are M different predictors of K subclasses each,
even if all are maintained in some logical order, each split looks
at M (K.1) possibilities and by the time twenty-five such splits
have been decided upon, the program has selected from among
25M (K-1). With twenty predictors of ten classes each, this is

.4,500. If an reordering of scales is allowed, the number explodes.
Hence, there is no point asking about statistical significance or de-
grees of freedom.1112

At any time a predictor may re-enter the process to produc*several subgroups

p. 8

2lbid. p 10 t,
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Once the first split of the data tset has been accomplished, 1 the new group
with the largest unexplained. variance is examined for .potential division. This

process continues until one or more of the 'end-point critery-ame encountered.
Th =se may be specified on the basis of a preset minimum fraction of the original

va iance of the initial group, a.minimuna number of,casesin the resulting sub-
..

oup, or a maximum nurnberof splits.

Splitting order is not dependent upon the order of predictors in the tdrmat
statement. However, if the researcher desires to introduce background. factors,
or those.with clear priority in temporal ordering, first sets of,;predictors:May

be ranked,. This option indludes various 'strategy choices concerning the desir-,
ability of returnin -10 Rank One Vredictora after the program has passed on, to

Rank Two predictors, etc.
A "Lookahead" option completes the list. of major strategy parameters, and

fills a special need:
4

"A potentially damaging poSsibility ...is the offsetting-interaction-
effect Where neither of two predictors appears to have any effect
because it is offset b:y the other. If old men and young women spend
More time 'in the hOspital, neither age nor sex may appear to matter..
This raises the queation_of local-Maxima, i.e., whether looking
ahead more.than one split would allow us to find more powerful `'.

-combinations.

The Obvious test is to take each predictor's 'best split orr the.group
in qUestion andmake one or two additional splits (the best pose-ible)

on one or both- of the resulting subgroups. One thenasks which set
of splits provides the-largest total sum squares explained, makes
the first split; and proceed's. "2

B. Predictors and Strategy For Estimating
the Conditional. probability of Relocation

In order to estimate the probability of an employinent-conditioned reldcation,
all nonlabor, force relocatees were excluded from the analysis. This reduced the

numbey of eligible observations' to 1,447, which was .further reduced to 1,443 due

to.lack of complete information in four cases.

For each eligible:observation, relocation _status was evaluated, and coded as

one if the respondentrelocated, and zero if the respondent did not relocate. The

value of the dependent varia,-ble (probability of relocation) therefore became one
or zero in all cases. .The "mean" value of 'the' dependent variable became the
simpleaverage created by summing the assigned values (zero and one), and
dividing the total by 1,443 (the total number of eligible observations). This

l'The following description of the process follows the program user's manila
step-by-step. .See, ibid., pp.' 8 = 21. -

2Ibid. p. 20 202.
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creates a straightforWard term, the group relO'Cation rate. Thii is..also.refeired
to as the conditional probability of relocation (see caveat In Section C).

o

The initial attemptat.estirnation of probability of relocation utilizedten
predictor variables: age, median family income in the °county of, origin, prior
hourly mage, .sex, marital status, total dependents, prior education; welfare
recipient.Status, training course, -and .unemployment rate in the county of origin
in the'year in which respondent made 'his last contact with the Mobility progtam. .

Due to the unavailability of pounty7specific unemPtoyiffent rates for severaLearly
years. of Mobility Project operation, several-hundred observations weredropped
from the initial analysis for want of complete information. Ilowever, the resulting..
analysis failed to utilize the unemployment rate predictor. In responSe to this
problem, the analysis was rerun with the unemployment rate predictor deleted.

*. -The following is list of the definitions of itategoriee Used in the nine predictOr
.

AID analysis of conditional probability of relocation. For eachpredictor, the.
strategy option chosen for combinations of categories for that predictor is
cated in parentheses.'

1. Sex (dichotomous)
-1 = male
0 = female

2. Age (free)
1 = 17 - 24
2.; 25.34
,3 35 - 40
4 = 41 - 50
5 ^ over age 50

3. Marital status (dichotomous)
1 = mkrried and residing with spouse
0 not married or not residing with spouse

4. Receipt of public assistance incoine {dichotomous)
1 = WIN client or received smile income from public

assistance sources
= Received no income from .public assistance in

preprogram year

5. Education (dichotomous)
1 =' high school graduation or more
0 .= less than high school "graduation

Median family,income in home county oin 1969 (dichotomous)
1 $7500 or less
0 = more than $7500 .

Prior-hourly wage (monotonic)
.0 rione
I= $0.01 - $1.50
2 =$1.51 - $2.00

4

reti
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S.
$2;001.-,$2.50 ..

= $2. 51,w,!.. $3.00
$3. 01 - $3.50,
$1.5'1 - $4.00

.7*= greater than $4?..00

8.. Total dependents, including respondent,
contact (rrionotonic).

I.=' one. 2.= two.
3 = three

2 Is
4 =
5. =,five or more

L.

. 4.,

at time of program

. .

. 9. Training course (dichotomous) :
1 -'-: ained in one eof the thre moot highly technical

4 a
area.s.(computer programmer, tax assessor,
enginvering survey aide) . s

I
.

0 = all other- training courses, or no training
7'

,...,__---
4 .

;

Although all of the pre ors utilized have temporal priority over the relocation
decision, it was not tier .ed that, within the group of predictors, 'sufficient grouhds
existed for estiablishi g differing ranks of predictors. .. 1 1

Splitting'criteria. were established as fcillows:. ,. ,

Maximum number of splits = 25 . ,

.-... Minimum.niimber of observations in a group =. 3
1

,
Minimuth percentage of total sum of:squares :N splits must explain.

.gc-Z 0:4,(N = 1), 1.2 (N =, 2); 2.4 (N.= 3, :only applies stn the
(-....acse bf. two-step Lbokaheadj. .. .

Preference .expressed on the basis of predictor rank..= none
.

.

The analysis was initiallynitially run utilizing a one-step Lookahead procedure.
However, as described in the fOlowing analysis of the trees produced, the same
model was-subsequently run utilizing .a two-step Lo.Okahead proCedure.

.A. 0
. *

C. AID-III Analyses of Conditiorial Probability ( f
Relocation and Findings

Tables IX-1 and IX -2 display the AID.-IIT trees which resulted when the
predictors were utilized a program to determine.the Conditional probabilities
of relocation of stibgro..ups of respondents. The two 'tables differ. in that Table JX-1'

..was 'prbduced using a viiti-step Lookahea'd procedure, while Table 1X-2 utilized a
two -Ettep Lookahea.d.procedure.

Several points should be kept in.mind in th apretation of these tables.
First, the dependent variable is not, strictly eaking, a,conditional probabilitY,
since the apro.bability that any individual has moved is in fact either zero or .unity,
The actual dependent variable is the true proportion of persOns in the group who
did relocate, not an estimator of-that. Proportion. Seconds although the nature of

L

the 4procebs involved is such that the categories defined may produce idiosyncratic
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results, the "pedigree" of eachsnbgroup. is sp transparent that hypothesis.
fortnation is facilitated. Third, although the printed computer, output reveals
the sum of, square basis.for the "splitting order, a careful reading of the table

tiitreveals much abo the orderingof the process. 'Following an initial split., the
decision rules are applied toGrOups 2\and .3 in Table IX-1, The groups numbeied
.4 and 5 resulted from, the next split oftroup 2 because the sum of the squared
deviations from the mean in that group eXceededthat in Group%.3.' Similarly,
Group 5 was split prior to Group 3 for tXte sthiie reason. The operation, then chose
arriong.Groups 6, 7, and 3, resulting in the next split being made on 3.

... /inally, a.lengthy table of supportive data, not p esented here in its entirety, ..

will' e referred to frequently.; For:,each of the group in each table, tl?.1 proba
,,bility, of .relocation, by each.category of eachpredictor, is* displayed in a portion
of the..printed output. Hence, we may ikelve within group for patterns which. may
provide further clues toadditional hypotheses wheTe, split, did not occur. In thed
case of age, for instance, one might wish to trace theipatte s of this theoretically
irriportant variablei4althougliits only occurrence in t1 first tree is in final..splits...\.

The tw.o.AID treed produced utilizing one and. two-step Lookead'procedures
-differ considerablY: Vte_ shall begin :'by looking at the one-step Lo lcahead table in

its entirety and thencompare it with the two=step Lookahead table.

.The first split in Table IX-1 was °tithe basis of. marital status andpresence
of spouse. 'This split is priniarily intediesting.noqt-in termsof the reduction in sum
of squares unexplained produced by.thiS'iliafti, :iblit rather in terms of the subsequent.

thisand the demonstration that it. provides of the.difference between thiSmethod
a-nd others, which measure -affects ovpanerftir,e. data, set. Inspection of the split,
record provided in the printed output reveals that the split _on marital. status was

..Made.on;the baeis.olthe results Of the one-step Lookahead: 'Although.a split on
. ..

sex would have reduced unexplained' variance by a -gpeator tptikkamOunt as a single'

step, 'orderedthe combinatioti..of splits on marital status_f6lOwed by a, split of

G coup 2.:on sex exceeded the potential stun of squares explained for*,a split :
initiated on sex and th6nfollowed by one'on marital status. ..

OrGroup 2, the proportion who relocated is :616. The split of Group 3,
however, reveals that the major subgroup (Grodp 8) of thosenot Married or not
residingWith sponse had an identical rate4of 7relocation' 6[6). In addition;
reference to subgroup values by type of training revealed within Group 2 there.

is a minor, difference tn the opposite direction; the relocation, rates. in Group 2 are

-7602 for those with highly technical training, 'and .618 for those with less technical

training.
.

'Group 9 displays the maximum relocation rate' in'the table, but we also note
that in group size it. ranks 17th. 4:$3h.ould be recalled that the tltree most technical
trairiiiig courses were largely conducted at Michigan Technological University in
Houghton; rattier than at the Skill Center. In the absence educational upgrading

:facilitiep at HOughton, entrance was restricted to a relax v.cily advantaapii_.._----:- ---~-----''

' lation (see Chapter V). It is therefore interesting to & ,-that-re-in-a,a1 of this
4

', , ,bighly,trained group froin its ma.ritally-tuitireTrmed aent group virtuvlly:,wipes

ont the gross .diff_e_tenee-blYtWeen.those in Groups 8 a d 2. 4,The unmarried with less.,

technicsLtochnicattfaining move at the same rate as all mare' d personsj whose, mobility
).
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..rate very little with type of training. However, small as,Group 9 is, it points
to a considerable "bonus" affect of being both unmarried and technically trained,

. since among married persons so trained, only, about 60 percent relocated.

The, split of Group 2 on the basis-of sex results in the creation of the:first final
group occurring. in this table. Group 4, married women living with their spouses,
of whom there ire 51 under consideration, display a mobility rate of only .196.
None of' the specitied predictors provided sufficient explanatory power to further
split Group 4. The split of Group 2.'cri this basiS is not .surprising,.;since'women.
so situated are less 'likely than, males tobe the primary wage earners in the house-

ihold, Such s.e.condary workers appear :to base employment and location decisions
heavily .upon the employment and location decisionS of thecprirnary worker in the
household."' As We shall see in a subsequent tree, splieb4hich result in subgroups
of unmarried, women. indicate much higher. mobility-rates for that grOup.

The first split of Group 3, those not married or not residing with spouse, on
less technical training and -highly technical training, results in the creation of
final Group.9. In addition, it Should be noted that no further split of Group 3
branch of this .tree occurs on the basis of sex, Group 8, those withless technical
or no training., splits on the basis of WIN. status Or prior receipt of welfare,
resulting in two final. groups. Ref erence :to .subgroup profiles on the basis of sex
indicates, however, that within Groups .10 and 11 gorne difference in relocation
rates 'by sex is evident althOUgh this,was not sufficient to result in a split. Among
those in Group 11, those "reCeiving no:welfare income in-the preprogram year,
there were 181 Women whose relocation ratewu .713, and 338 men whose relo-
cation rate was 618: Group 10, those, who received. some welfare in the prepro-
gram year, contains 82 women whose relocation rate was .451, and 37 then 'th

relocation late of .487., a

a

Married men living with their spouses (Group 5), were differentiated according
to relocation rate on the basis of the 1969 median family income in their home.
Counties, in.the split resulting hi Groups 6 and 7. Group 7, those coming, from
poorer counties, were further differentiated according to level. of education. This
progression along-with some underlying patterns which did not result in spats, is °

most interesting. First, those froth poorer counties had a higher relocation. rate.
Seeon'cl-,Larneng-these-in-the-pOore` r-eountieS, the- ttle-s-s- than -high sohool--ednoation

groups..had the higher relocation. rates. Among the progeny of Group2, Group: 17.
represents a locarrna.xiMum relocation rate. In addition, these less educated men
froth poorer home counties, displayed a rather small difference in relocation' rates'
according to status as welfare recipients in the preprogram year. Among those in
Group 17, therewere 91 nonrecipients, with a relocation rate of .802.. The 47

. welfare or WIN recipients in the group had an unusually high relocation, ate for
welfare recipients of .787:- When Groupli4Anale_high-sehool-gradttit-es-frorri--
poorer counties,-w-a-s-s-plirtlfrFeliilting Group 19, those age 40 or under, shows

recipients with a higher rate of relocation than nonwelfare recipients. In
Group 19,.nonrecipients had a relocation rate of ..689, while 35 welfare recipients
had a relocation rate of .714. In final Group 18, the relgtIonship.between receipt
of welfare and Mobility was in the opposite direction, with nonrecipients moving"at
a rate of .412 and recipients at a rate of .364.

.
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Married men from counties with median family income Over $7500 'were differ.
'entiated according to hourly wage on.the last Job prior to Program. In this group
the pattern of relocation rates .is considerably different than forthe more disad-
vantaged males in Groups 7 and 17., Whereas: poorer county origins combined with
educational disadvantage to produce high mobility rates, origin in a. wealthier
county combined with prior wage advantage to provide; 'low nobility rates, but
Combined with prior wage disadvantage to.produce low rates of mobility among
older Workers and higher rates among younger workers. However, the older and
younger groups defined by Groups 14 and 15 split at age 40 rather than the much
younger ages, that might be indicated from aggregate census :data (as described in
Chapter V)a..

The.patterns resulting from -bath Groups 6 and 'Vindicate that the persons who
had previously had an apparent.employment disadvantage were those' most likely_ to
move unless theyWere ovef age 40. However, Group 'itch possibly represents,
the most disadvantaged group resulting- from the Group 2.braw- 'of the trees 'could .

not be split on the basis 'of age, or number of dependents, or wages, or any. of the

other predictors, regardless of the fact that the .N,is.138.

Separate calculations. regarding characteristics .ofthose in Group 17. reveal
that the impetus torelocation.with this group was particularily strong. For in
stance; 39 of the persensin Group 17 took their first job.following program contact
in the home they .did not immeciiately relocate, However, of these
persons, 28 percent subsequently relocated.' In addition, of all of tle subgroups
represented in the table those Group 17 were most likely to relotigfe-given the

. .-presence of pre-employment grants.' Although only 31 personfliirGrOup. 17
received such grants, 84 percent of these eventually relocated; of the 107 who did
not receive such grants 79 percent.relocated. This latter.figure (relocation in the
absence of pre-employment funds) rep-resents a local maximum for the-Group 2

branch.

The subgroups resulting froin Groups 6 and.7 give additional clueS tothe effect
of subsidized relocation upon counties of origin. Contrary to popular wisdom,
there IS a .streing. indication that the mobility rates among this less educated and
lower wage population conapecuOusly exceed those for their less disadvantaged

Table.IX-2,. utilizing a 'twostep Lookahead procedure,...provides quite a differ,
ent picture of .relocation decisionnaking. The use of the ,extra Lookahead step
resulted in an initial split on sex rather. than on marital status due° the fact that.
the total sum Of squares explained by th#first three splits resulting in Groups 1',
3, 4, 6, and 7 (and whiCh was .revealed only by the use of the extra Lookahead step)

Wm-stetted-tire- sung -o-f-square-r-exptatnt-d-tf-tfie .fiwit two grAit-§ were frid dirfollowing

pattern displayed on Table IX-1 acid were subsequently combined with any

available third split. The difference in relocation rates between men and women

in Groups 2 and 3 of this table id greater than in the entire study group due to the

exclusion Of nonlAbor force relocatees,' who were lirgely women:

Although Table IX-2 provides considerably more information concerning the
correlates of relocation for unmarried women than the previous table, the num.
baring of the groups in Table /X.2 indicates that, statistically; as well as

'
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conceptually, it is considerably less. difficult to "explain" the relocation rates among
men than among women. eollowing the split which-resulted in Groups 2 and 3,' the
next three Splits which were made all involved Group 3 and its subsequent subgroups..
Group 2 resulted in a split .only after the splits of Group 3 had. resulted in two final.
groups (Groups 7 and 9) and the creation ,of Group 8, where N was reduced to 54.

4%s we might expect from viewing Table IX.1, in Table .IX.'2 the first split fdr
women is made on marital status;. resulting in the final GrOup 10, ofthe 51 women
who comprised Group 4 in Table/X-1. The reasoning for this split is the same as
in Table IX-1,. and the derivation.of the *tw.o groups ofmarried.women living with
spouse serves to indicate.that the manner of expressing at implied interaction
effect is essentially arbitrary.

Group 11, women who are either not married or not residing with spouse,
proVides an interesting contrast and illustrates more directly employment-
conditioned locational decisions on the part of these women. Although the male
arid female branches, of this tree 'eventually split on rather similar-variables, the
direction and magnitude of the "effect" Of theSe variables on then arid. women
iinpites that employment and location decisions May be made on different bases:
However;'We would hasten to.add, that there are additional. strong 'indications that

?these decisions are made'in the context, of quite different alternatives, i.e., it is
implied. that the bases for. the decisions differ largely beeause:the available bases
for the dedision.making.differ.

Consider the 'split' for women on antecedent hourly wage, w,here 'Only 58 out of
168 women.in relatively affluent counties had had a prioi hourly wage of °Vea.
$1.50 an hour.. On the other hand, the appearance of, a wage variable in this tree
on the male branch (see Groups 24 and 25), as well as in the preceding table (see.
Groupg 12 and 1,3 Table Ix.iy, is associated with considerably higher wage 4evels,
on the whole. These surface differences arereplete.with implications for. differing
prior work history., labor force attachment, investment in hutrian capital, regional
industry/occupation mix (extractive industries other than agriculture), and strong
cultural codei in the area's ethnic communities, which generally reject outright
the propriety of work outside the home for women, regardless; of status:

- Unmarried women from home counties with median 1969 family...incomes of
below $7500 provide the first final group in this branch of the tree, as well as the
second-highest-group mobility rate found in the entire :tree.(maximum-=-Group
While graduation from one.of the three most technical training courses is corret.
ated with relatively high mobility rates for men,...none.of.the86 women in Group 13
had been students _in any of these three courses. Regardless of level of training
however, the heavy outmigratistn_of_mkomen (both -i- this- group -and in the natural
outmig"ration patterns from the Upper Peninsula) must surely be attributed in par
to a severe lack of employment oppocattunitiesfor, women in the region. teShOuld
be-remembered that the women represented in these tables were'active labor
market participants' and appeared to be heavily primary wage earners. It is.not
surprising, therefore, to find that Group 13 is a final group for whiCh therb is no
Statistically satisfactory subsequent split on any other variable.

Croup 12, unmarried women, from home counties'with 1969 median family
incomes in excess of $7500, has a relocation rate of .575, and results in subsetidedt

a.
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splits which have disturbing implications, Group 14, women so situated who had
Previous hourly earnings of over $1.50.an:hour,, forms a final group with a talc)-

, cation rate of only .534. Olthe8 women involved in Group 14, separate calcu-
lations reveal that. only 5 have ever earned More than $2.00 an hour in the home,.

area, in spite of these being. relatively affluent home areas:. Hence., it is not at
,.all surprising that no group of women splits on any educaiion training variable,.
since the. range of wages available to women "does not appear, to vary. Women .
from relatively.: affluent counties who had 'no (or low) wage records prior to the

program,. had a 4orrie.whap higher relocation rate (Group 15). of .594. However*,

.
Group' 15 produced a radical split on WIN or welfare status with Group 18 con.; .-

taining 49 WIN Or-welfare clients with a relocation rate of only -, 346, while ..

nonrecipients in Group 19 had a relocation rate of .746. Consistent differences:
such as this and others reported, between welfare and WIN clients:and the
remainder of the population, particularly where relatively hornogeneoug subgroups

have -been defined as here, are particula* perplexing. In addition to the avails-
relocation subsidies., counseling.'",-:etc., through the Northern Michigan .

Mobility Project,.. WIN clientshave, for some years,. had..available a separate fund

to encourage the relocatiO"n of WIN. clients to new employMent. Structurally,
Group 10 in Table IX-1 and Group 18 in Table IX-2 are very siMilar. except'for

.Sex. Yet:although we .have seen various patterns in.these two tables which indi-
cats that those with prior education,. wage.and work experience disadvantages in

the labor market ten&to have higher relocation rates than lesi disadvantaged,
this is not usually the 'case where we find, a split involving' female welfare

recipients versus nonrecipients.
. 4 I. .

.

Following a pattern,foreshadOwe\d, by our discussion of Table IX-1, "Group 3,
I (males) split first on technical' level of training cOurs'e.- However, in .Table IX-2,

none of "the-.subsequent splits for males involved marital status. This may be .

accounted for.. by the fact that the combinatiOn..of splits on a'ge*.a'nd number pf

depeAdents at thetime of program entry may well serve as:strong/proxies,for
marital status., Among the 149,Peesons in Group 5.Whohad received training in

the three most technical training courses available, the older group, those 35.

years of,,a.ge and older, showed a relocation rate of morethan twice that for the:

17 to 34 year old group. .Although this was considerably modified by the presence

o more -than 'open ants (see Grotrrzo-rthis---alonewas-itoteuffik-ent-to-decrea-se
---the -relocation-rate in the. over 3.5_.y.ear_ ald:_group_to_the_leiel-..disp_layed by the 17 to

34 year old .group. However, the combination of age over 35, more than 4
dependenta,,.and a 'previous wage of greater than $2.50 an .hour among this group,;-*

rif .highly technically trained persons resulted (see Group 24) in a' small group
Mee-who- had-an-extremely low 'relocation rate of 091;

By contrast,: this group was paired (see Group-25) with another small group

who had a previous wage of less than $2.51 an hoar and'a relocation' rate. of .750..

Here we again 'encounter the case of a goup.of workers with heavy responsibilities,

poor past e nployment or wigs records, and a personal, characteristic generally
associated with low' reloch Air+ r. tes, who in fact dp3play quite high relocalion

rates, This .contradictiosoA: ag.u/specific mobility"patterns is even more dramatic

\\," when the 35 ox older worker hap four or fewer 'dependents and is a graduate of a

-tighly technical training course; this group of 93 Man had a relocation rate in

xcess. of 82'percent.
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The groups resulting from GrOup'4, males with less technical training,
indicate a median family income effect in thy,; opposite direction of that displayed
for women, as well as an Age effect quite different than that reported above for
more 'technically trained males. Group 4 splits first into a final group (Group 7)
numbering 395 men. from relatively affluent counties (median family income over
$7500) who.have a mobility rate of .704. Although Group 7 is a final group, it
should be noted th..tt separate Calculations reveal that,. as reported for other groups
there is a tendency for "less than-high school graduates". in This group to move at a
hig:ier rate than high school graduates. The relocation rates are resPectively,'
.777 and .646.

The 576 men in Group 6. from less afflUent counties have a lower relocation -
rate of .586, which is modified by the dramatic split between Groups 8 and*9 which
prodUCes two age grotips. Group 9, those from' 17 to 40 year's of age, lie final
group numbering 522 with a relocation rate of .607. Althou h split criteria were
not met by the education variable on this group, there is go e apparent effect; the
less than high school educated members of Qp 9 had a rel cation rate of about
64 percent, while high school graduates relocated at a rate o about 59 percent.

The low relocation rate, in Group 8, those over 40 years of age.from counties
of low.median income, who had less technical'training, contrasts with tbat for
highly technically trained persons over. age 35 in Group 17. It would appear that
as the time frame for 'recovering the return:to investment in relocation
anticipated psychic cost) growsshorter,:the highly technically trned persons
may expecta, higher priyate return to the relocation (in view of the public invest-
ment in his technical training)... Those over ate 40 in Group 8 (from; a poorer
county) may anticipate that the return, in view of skill level or level of anticipated,
wages, As not sufficient to overcome resistance to mobility.. HoWever,:!while the
highly technically trained person may have to move in order to work in his field
at all, opportunities for less technically trained workers in*poorer counties 'may
be more favorable in terms of absolute numbera of jobs available.. In this respect,
it is intereiiting that Group 8 subsequently split-on prior hourly wage. in a Manner
Which indicates that Group 23, those persons..with a previous.wage advantage, ware
most- likely to move, With a relocation rate of .650.

When the A113-III program was applied to the problem of locating
combinations of subgroup characteristics which best explained differ
enees in relOcation rates, the, .4.owing pate ros emergoct:

1. It is largely the interaction cif sex acid marital status
for married women that accounts for low relocation
rate* among women respondents.

Women who are unmarried or not living with their
Spouses have relocation rates near1if identical to
those for men, in spite of lack of female partici
pa.tion in training programs associated with high
relocation rates.
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Age is a relatively mlaor factor in explaining relocation
rates,' and when it dq.es enter, the major differentiations
Occur between thoie under and over 35 or age 40; rather
than in the twenties as Census estimates would predict.

Among men, those with a relatively poor home county and
10w. preprogram educational attainment generally displayed
the highest'relocation rates.
Previous status :as aiiielfare recipient is associated with
a wid§ range of relocation rates when it is combined
with other personal and environmental characteristics.
In some cases, subgroups .of:welfare7recipients :had_
relocation rates exceeding those for nonrecipiente.
Welfare. status lone does not appear to be an adequate
predictor of reloc*tion behavior.
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CHAPTER

.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOM1VIENDATIONS

Li

,

Based upon the operational and outcomes analyse's reported he.re, the following'

us ions may be drawn from the Northern Michigan Mobility Project experience..

The Project as demonstrated the feasibility of providing relocationservices
and subsidies to>a#--.0.de variety of disadvantaged manpoWe-i program traine'es,

and direct referrals: c.c_Altro.ast, to other such projects, .neither its mandate

nor the economic environment in hich it operated encouraged the relocatibn
of unskilled disadvantaged persons who a-cl-not undergone skill, training.

, .

The project hasrecorded its service formula and recornaitiohs for
in s4fficient detail to promote replication of the project. , -

..,

3. It has been asserted elsewhere in this report that- the unc,oriii'entional, change.-
oriented methods, of organizing and deliimrings serViceewhich charaCterized
the experimental and de.rnonstration phases of the- projact*ay--be
its success. Mobility counselors, particularly in the demand areas, provided
'intensive services and information to clients. On the other hand, the federal.-

----st4te-emf71oyrnent-terviees-pt-ev-kle-e-xtens-ive jols-inaa.-ket-into,r,rnatton.:and-a.r.e ...

ting their efforts to other than disadvantaged clientele, who may require.
access tointensive information markets in their job andlocation searches. ,In.
view of.the.strangly held conviction of F staff that intensive. infor-
mational and counseling input isessential to high relocation success rates
Old hence, to cost-effectiveness), it is suggested that the .r of

successful relocation outcomes (under the conditioni reported here) will be
dependent upon the agent's organizational .capability to replicate the service
delivery mode., It is suggeited that innovations appropriate to the provisiedi of

service to previouslyunserVed group"s, rather than grafting relocation services
onto"a traditional organization, is the next logiCal step in the planning of servi,te
delivery.,
In the event that such an organizational transplant does take place,, it is strongly
recommended that any, proposed service agent be required to demonstrate
capacity for intensive service ,provis ion, individual dasessrnene and. counseling,
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and 24-hour `crisis intervention counseling, as well as access to extensive
labor force information.

;he, model of service delivery represented ;by, this` project suggests that vvhere
fruitful liason with the Employment Service is possible, as it was in Michigan,
the.' particular strength, of that agate& processing and dissemination of labor
force supply and demand information in atraditional organizational setting may 41

be coMplimented by the operation of a separate relocation.agnt which is ..

oriented to- continuous -innovation and response Co 'changing conditions, based
upon intensive information networks.

Regardless of the cost accounting procedure erOloyed, the average direct cost
of the program is quite modest when compared with the option of direct trans-
fers to maintain potential relocatees at subsistence levels in the home.areas..
This'factor-eould be of major importance, should "welfare reform" legislation
extending bent fits to previously 'uncovered family 'units be enacted.

5.. Although a nurnber of relocations involved sites outside of the state of4Michiga.n,
it 'appears that this proportion was smaller than the proportion of...unassisted
moves out of the U. P. counties reported in Census figures. Therefore, it is
asserted that the net effect of relocation assistance may be to- .retain trained,
movers within the State.

The numerical importance of intraregional relocations within a depressed
service area (about one-third o ali relocations' reported) Was arrunekpected
finding. The potential social and economic importance of. this pattern would
appear to be of a magnitude which wai.rants further inquiry. In rrtic'Ular, the 4

use of appropriate ititraregional relocation may'be a keystone of efforts to
1

.c al) na t e :manpower I:damning and economic development.
-

Preliminary analyses presented here seem.highli suggestive of a potential for
a positive net effect when relocation is- selectively applied to individual
s ituations. >

,

Although further research will be required before are moire certain,of-the-.--
.rarriifiCaTioria--ortheml.ohy-rerm circular migieliTiffieliali reporte,
we must tentatively conclude that (given the operational safeguards against

location of those whoie skills are in demand in the home area) the relative
wag and employment position of this group implies continued investments in
their p otiuctive capacities in the relocation's ite, the returns of which may be'
eventuall received in the home area.

_Both the sirnpl cross-tabular presentations in Chapter V and the AID analyies
in Chapter IX pro 'de strong support for the ooncluson that, underthe:coliditiorfirl
in which this Project perated, L models of mobility behavior based upOti Census
datawill not provide of Tent or adequate prediction models 4

*.mrall161010..M10.1.61....10.14rld

e. the Project sqryicq.mode
Upper Penin.suta. . -^

3 well as the economic environment of the
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Furthermore, it would appear that .the, demonstrated ability of relocation
services, to alter the.relative probabilities of relocation of workers over age 24
may have important additional implications. The relatively low direct cost
of relocation services, Such as those here reported, may not only alter the
payback-period for other investments in the human capital of prime-ageand
older workers, but as potential remaining workilfe is shortened by age, it may

become the single, cost effective investment- available. klowever, as .long,.as.
Census estimators or research on the subjective propensity to relocate were
relied upon, the ,outlook foraencouragement of retocation of such workers-
appeared to be entirely negative.

. Findings indicate that relocation'proVides substantial pritate economic benefitt
which-need not be'negated by psychiC stress in the adjustMent process.-.

The Northern "Michiga.n Mobility Project,' as all such projects, Was directed at
La specific regional emplo_yment situation.---However, within this context, the.----

project demonstrated the feasibility of successful service provision' to a,wide

'variety. of Clientele, and over a period which included both general 'economic expa.n.

.:sion,and contraction. The findings presented-here expand our understanding of what

sorts of workers can be .successfully relocated and_suggest_a number of answers, to'
4P

the question of what, circumstances may be required for their success. What, is
.lacking at tnis tirfite is a-clear statement of to whom and when it is appropriate to,

offer such serVices..,.. ,

If economic rationale is invoked in.decisions. concerning. the appropriateness
of a relocation policy as an investment, then this report may contribute to the,'
decision-making process.

We believe that a national.policy statement is more likely, to :.rely upon 'invest-

ment criteria than are state or local policies which tend to treat all migration as
a "Zero-sum game. " __ .

O

4.

226

215r

:



APPENDIX A

.

QUESTIONNAIRES,



o
lailT451111441111$1112.1111I1

7.2642

10010.100110mie Data

.1. ABtecedent
2. (*Trent

h91414 New Data.

U. Relocation Profile

Ili., Effects of Mobility ch Attltudis'and

Living Conditions

ty.A., Acetylene seine .

tis. Ilmploymentlrofile .

. 1N.C. %Currant Unemployment

.V. Sociological !sychological Index .

, .

VI, Rffecte of NonMobilltyon Attitudes'
and Living Conditions

APiendixt Referencefor category identifications

Attachment io be made by interviewer - Set
as necessary

rienerel Instructions

t . Section A

,d)

. (Mae of 'interviewer)

Use - Pages. 5,..6, and 7to update indicated items

Section 8
. . . .

Use parts 7 through V for outcome'eategorles i .'2 -.3

Use parte.IM through VI for outcome categories 6 - 7

0

mmoI) (1 9)

. ataBODENT 1)44

1, Services provided to client prier to eslocationtor ltntl,aebtlity Minn

10 12

It 11.1.

19+ - 22 .

23

- 14 a .2?

. :28 - 32

33

1,

2,

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11,

12.

A 44 44ment, haute

Basic education, hours

4

Skill training,otMe

Site training, hours '

kestakinel'(momthe)'

Mantel Neelth, (no. of contacts)

Counseling,(Zh of contacts)

Mobility, (ho. of contacts)

Health Service, NIRI or others 4. of contacts)

BIA, (no, of contacts) ,

VRS (no, of contacts)

2, as many

Checked by=

- 47 5

and update pages 5, 6, arid 1

Dati of Interview

Number of SeE 2'

Attached

' u
ielerral agency:

A, ITS d)

;, LW;
3; Illa ''
4,'Prob, Parole

...

Outcome Category Number , : C U I.

,

Population Subset

f

a .,

Vocational Training .

Client'a.Name

Social Security Number

Lenge': ofAintevii4

Telephpn4.- 1

5, WIN .

6, COPS
7, M1SC
8, Other,

7. %Stalely area zone number:

54 1 4 3 4
. .

: 5 %6 7 8

55 - 56

13; Obtained GEO. (1) yes (2) no

. 14, Obtained driver's training or lice** (1) yes (2) no.

15, Daher (specify). (1) yes (2) no .

136 I I I

17 19 -IJ-11.
20 - 23 LIU:1J
24 - 26 1.....1...1]

44

27 -'28 L11 .

29 30 LIJ ."..
31 82 t:1al .

33 ..' 34 . 1.J...I'l

35 36 1..mle-J.Y

37 . 38 1...1411

39 - 40 immiLUAll

41 1 2

42 1 2
... ! .

43 0 1 ;2.

2. Nobility monies received: "'

1, Pre-employment, amount
.

24 Relocation, amount

44 - 46

- 47 - 50.

3. Nature of termination of vocational training:

1. COmpleted course and graduated
2, voluntarily. withdrew from course

3, involuntarily terminated".

31 1 2

4; Outcome category 52 1 .2

. .

5 6

5. Population subeen A' 1 .0 e 3 E 5 0 7

B 2 0 a F 6 8 .

. 53 1 2

5. 6 2

Pj"4i"

8; Demand area ions number: 57 58

9. COuree eirdlled An: (Do not circle more'than

two.' Use boa 59.60 for first course taken. Use box

6112 for second course taken,)
At. Wise.)
1. MA

..

19, Nome COW,

2. Auto Body 20, Licensed Prac, Nurse

' S. AUtO MM. 21. Lumber.Oreder

4, AUt0.Serew Math, 22, Mach. Tool

S. Bid, Main. 23, Motor Rewind,

6, Cl-out Cashier 24, Nurse's Aide

7. Orniderv. Aide 25. Radio& TV .

8, COCke 6 Bakers . 26, Ref...Neat...A. Cond.'

. 9, Custodial 27, Sew-Filer

10, Oats Process:. .2d, Sm. Oas lIng.

it, Metal Mech. 29. Stenographer

12, Driftemeo. 30.. Tex Assessor

04 Fleet, Appliance 11, Upholstery

14. M. Aide Surveyor 32, IWO WO, Treat, Op.
IS. reed Bee, Aide .. 33, Welding

16, Food Bee, Cook 34, Institutional Housekeeping

"1 /, Forestry Aide .35. Industrial Maintenance

.18. Nalid Sawyer 36, Other (specify)

59 . 60

61-62

10. .841ihnieg date of course enrolled in: (Course 63 . 66

chosen as elient's.preforred vocation.)

11. ,terattlAtioN date of Sontag enrolled Int

III
(Vie this box only if

two courses arecIrcled)

126 Length in soothe of courser

. .

yr.1 tact, .

67 20 LA I
Yr. mo.

71 12

Sex, (1) mile .12) female

14-A:' Lett occupation beine entePini trebling.
4

Interviebert !Mee use the Iasi Occupation which trainee had, Manliest of
lingth.of unamploymium prior to training.' ft Deter employedointe 008%0 MOM
illathne who were not employed because of statue*. abldentto beeiegitert.,
members of armed forces should have that status lined a, occupation,
(There are no numbers to be filled ions this item will be Mined Weeded
on Set 1 of Pert 1V-A.)

. .

BEST COPY MARAS

I
.2

Page



r 80
via'

.,.....(name)

60 92=CE Was eta MUM aroall,rry coprag 9)1

1,....-..........,-.-.......--7-...-...--,-...----.-,--. .

, TOW- /eogth of anyloyment prior to training or

, initiel mobility contact (months) o

10 12 L i LI

9. Average straighttIme hourly earnings (before
deductions) on last job

,
.

. .

1

. ...:..ja.......

ts 8saion for leaving
r-

(1) Slack work
(2)411nefe or disability
(3) plant shutdown

i- (4) entfred training
?,... 43) entered service. .

r. (6) quit o

(];'.other ''

. 4

16 1. 2 3 4

5 § 7

$. length of time unemployed since last jOb months)
-

(, 17 -19 Li 11
t

.

9.' What Was W.A. total income from all sources inducting
tc.' jobs; unemployment insurance. welfare, etc., during ..

the past 12 months?.

:, -
.

, (I) under 41200

,(3) $3000 $4999

1

(4) 5800 - $6999 .
. .

(1) $1000 - or more
L,'

.

,20 1 2 3 4
.i

Dar About how much of this was from unemployment insurance?
. .

(1) Wino," L--- .
(2) under $100 o

i.. (3) $100 $299
- (4) $300 $499

L(5) 000- $999 -
(4). m

#
oo - $1999 4,

Fe (7) $2000 or mote.
. .

21 1 . 2 3 4
N.

5 6 7

.

fr . . .

'1. About how much of this was from public assistance
7'.' bi welfare?

(1) nOne
(2) Lindee$100.

. (3) $100 $299 .

(4) $300 $499 (6) 51000 - $1999
l- (3) $500 5999

--.

(7) 31000,0r pots

tr
.

22
:

.

1 2 1 4

5 6 7

-

Page 4

80,

ialectivOervice Classification

F: (1). N/A . -(11) 2-D
(2) 1A.. (12) 2 -S
(4)3) 1.40 413) 34

. ( toe (14 4-A
r (s) 1D (15) 411

(6) 11I . (16) 4-C
:AO) 14 (17) 441

. (8) 1V (18) 4P (1.1)
(9) 2-A (19) 4-d

(10.2-C (20) 4-V 0

I

ANTECEDENT WEDS

41.42

Of 02 03

04 05 06,

07 08 -09

10 11 12

13. 14

16 17

19 . 20

tilift.LsTATtis

'43.44

01/ 02 02.

04 05 06

07. 08 09

.10 11 12

13 14 15

16 17 18

19 .20

The following colunne show demographic data at time of. initisl mobility contact
(antecedent statue) and at time of present follow-up interVleiObrrent ant*,

.......-,.-7-
22. RO iational interest;

(1) outdoor
(2) indoor
(3) both

. ,

23

,

.1 2 3

..e.-........--10,
24 1 2 3

.

al Preeent physical disabilities/chronic
Illneasea.

- .

a (1) Yes (2) no

.

25,

.'
1 2 26 1 . 2

o

.

.

24. Present regular medication used.

(1) yes (2). no

.

.

27

..,

1 '2 28 1 2

25. Marital statue' of time of initial mobility
contact

(1) single (3) widoqed (er) (5) divorced
(2) married (4) separated

.

29

...

1

ei

2 .

5

30. 1 2' 3' -
..-4 5

_

..(, .1
5334 1...-1.=-126. Mother of children living at home at time of

initial mobility contact .0- a

-#.-....._-_-.4,-..=.

31.32 I....j.J

.

-
27.

,
Number of dependents including youiself at
time of initial mobilitycontact ; 35-36

a,
37.3A lo.....1...#4*.

,.

'' 28. Are you a veteran? (1) yes (2) no

-

he . 2 `' 140 l' 2

0.,

Pegs S

)

34. Apprenticeships

1. industrial, completed
2.. industrial, currently in training

3. Industrial, dropout
4. mechanical, completed
5. mechanical, currently in training

6. mechanical, dropout
7. construction, completed
8. construction, currently in training

,9. construction, dropout

Did yca lair a skill .n the service that
applitit to civilian employment?

(1) il/A '(2) Yes (n°
L

T. DO you read and wits?

(1) yea (2) no:

62

63

4
65 ,:

66

6)

68

45. 1 2 3. 46 1 2'

0

0--

4a 1 2

Education (Citelethighest level)
n

I. ettbrided elementary school (6)
r 2. completed elementary school
C. 2. :Attended junior high School 0.8)
f 4. itepleted junior high school
p. S. attended high school

completed high School or (311)

49 1 "2. 3

4 5

'50 '1 2 °3

4 5 3.

I Education (Career)

1. 0/4
r 2# attended college
k '2.' edtepletod college eceived degree)

.4. Attended trade sch
3. cospleteg trade so

o(11 you circle S4 or SS, please
identify 664014 .

51

32' 2

53 3

54 4

SS

Sb 1
37 2

38 3

39 4

60 5
.

a
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( ,1 9,
.42Lati k

Part DOA £U WILLA.
e

%These questions concern eatleaction/nosottsfaction with.tta community to
which the client held his firer job after relocation (JOB A) and; in Cafes where
client has moved to another nd Area site, to the community in which the client

°held hie last job.after se10 talon(J08 11),* The'interviewer will raphride questione'

to plat tine' as,neobesary, (Circle N/A above Second'cOlumn wheh client hold. no .

Job 8.) . A ,

4n

Client's Current aft...

Telephone
0

's n N/A

. .
.

1. Where did you get your first .

JO? (Last lob)? Interviewer,
,

write in name of city..

1, large city
2, small.city

.30 rural'I
,

Name of employing firm: .

10 1

c..14"

2 3

et et*V.

.

.

..

Firms , .

.

firms.
.

,

2. Now long did clibnt work at ' '

Job A? Jot B?

12-16 . 17.21

.

N.

3. How does the size of ec.th city .

worked in compare with home area? '

. . 1 .

L. somewhat bigger "
2, Much bigger .

`-
.9;r

the sate.

-.4, smaller

2 1

4

3 23 . 1

4. ,

.

2 3

.

.

. .

ti. Are (we're) you able to find your ..

way about the area with little trouble?
0,

(1) ypsf -(2) po

24 1 2

.

5 . 1

J.

2 . P

.

./

-.-

5. Were other members of your family
, able to find their way about with
litfle trouble?

C

'(1) N/A**-- 4-(2 ) yes (3)ono'

- . ..

26 1

.

2 3

.=,

w

22 1

/
,,

....,-

2

0

'

3

. ; .--,

.

,

.

See final page for job category definitions

** Not Applicable

80
. Jr i.. Part II RBLOC10140PILB

.

.

These quilations concern the precdfciei"aspects of moving and how the derision -

tcOmove was reached. Rephrase to past tot, in cases'wtre client has returned to '

home area. (Circle N/A above second column when client held noJob B.)

.e0

.......---igla-ngssaaa...--- ..,,,,,,,,,,,....,,....,......................r,

6. Whet type of transportition was .

used by your family?
...

1, N/A . .2, public
3. walk 4,- -drive

.16'., 1 2 .S

4

--..,-

29 1 2 3.

4 .

.-:-
7.. Do (44) you visit other parrs e

.6.' ''. of the city "away Ocee your .

. 'residence or .work? ' . . .

.
le no ..

2. pow -and -then

3. &tip .

. .

'30

`:.t

a

.

1

.

2 ' 3-

.

31 1 2 .3 70.
I

1.

8. Do (dii3 you usually' feel safe

. . .in Your neighborhooctostliork, etc?.

1. yes 24 no
I .

32 1

.

2

.

.33 1 .(;'

.

r
. /

your
.

9, Did family usually feel- safe. in

your neighborhood, at school, at work',.

etc? ,

0 . --

1. N/A 2, yes 1..0o. :'' .

. .

34

.

1

m

2

. ..

s

,

3 35

.

.1a 2 3,
.

',10. Which of:the followingtn'imi fit your
. Well ok. life in your commmnIty? .

.

1.*,crowaid . .. ' ,

2,-. confusing
.

)4 exciting

,
4, frightening °

.5., stradA6, uncomforthhle
'' t. fun

7, interesting.
i . ., ,8. unfriendly

*9. nolsyt, .
.

10. too much pollution. i ,'

, 11. proeidbn ad6nntages'not
found dt'home. - i

,I2. about the same as home in. .

most respects, ''

1.*
V

V. . '' . t4
.

. . .
,

.
.

0 !. :

,.3e:

'3/ ''.

30

39

40

.

.41

42

,

43 '

.

44 .

-

'45

.46

41

1

, +..a

.

5

.

6

7

8

9.

10

II.

.11

.,,,

.

,

48

49

50.`

51

52

53
.

54

55

.
56

57

58

59

1

I

2

3 .

5. .'.

" 6

77''

'8'

c 9

10

11

12- , . .

.

11! Taking all thing.; into400nsideration, do
You.feel that the move you made was most.
ly to your advantage? 1. yea 2. ne..

ttmilly

60'
s

1 2
,

61 1 2,,

. low 9 -.

r

JOB A - D JOB - D

%.
.12, What did you do with your futnituret

N/A

6

12. Was -this a;lofit-deololOn by you' -and
your spowe to leave the home area
(or move to Job a)?

.

C14ent

1. wanted to leave

2. did not want to leave

gpa___Jse

1. N/A
2. wanted, to leave
3.. ALA not want to leave

Client

.

-

10 1 2

Spouse

I -2 3

1.

Slier

11 1, 2

Spouse

11 1 - 2 3

11. Are you and your spouse satisfied
now with.yOur decision?.) to leave?

Client 1. Yes

2. No

Spouse 1.

2.

3.

N/A
Yee
No

Client

14 1 2

Spouse

16. L 2 3

client .

15 1 2

14. Wetild,y0 relocatei'all over again

now if yea had a lob offer/

1. Yes 2. NO

3. Uupends on tod'atlen

1 1 2 3

Spouse

17 1 2 3.

19 1

1. N/A '
. .

2.' still hove it '

,. 3, sold it .

4. left it with friends or tele
tiVes but plan. to get it back"-

5, loft it
6, trae.d tt inon new furniture

la. Which (if any) of the following ,

any/Leen are you 'receiving (or did. .

1. N/A .

2, welfare assistance,

3i foo8 stamps
4, unemployment compentaticin

.5, contributions or aid from .
charitable organizations
(churches, etc.)

O. aid from relatives or friends
7. ADC.
8, V.A. benefits .

9. others (specify) 8. See. deccOr
. pension

. ,

1 .2 3
i

4 5: 6

2 L 2. 3

.4 6

35

27 2 136

28 3

29 , 4

30 5

31 6.

32

s
33 8

34 9 ft

t

2 1
19. Do you feat that you received

adequate service from, the Nobility
star? .

(1) N/A (2) .yes (1) no-.

15. if "yea" or "depends on loeation",
could you prefer

1. N/A
2. large city
3. small city
4,. tool area
S. doesn't matpr

20 1 2
.r.1

4 5 21 1 2 J 4 5

14. ,if "no" to 014, why don't you
dooito to remote *glint
1. 11/A

. 2. 14211y, 4 Wende ate hots
1. peasant 1oostiom is good

4. pilot-job is good

S. one. is 4n6ogh
O. other Nally)

22 1 2 1 4 5

6,

23 1 2 3 4,

6

a1$ ,t ,t1

.1 Ala ki

20, lndicateservices you feel were
needed.or check items you feel
additionally needed,

"'
WhOusing referrals
2, orientation for pubtic or private

transportation
3, additional counseling concerning

medical and dental cervices
4, additional counseling concern

ins nchoola

5, assistance in Applying for needed
services (welfare, family counsel
lug', etc.)

6, more home vittitn
7. delivery-of financial assistance

on a timely basin
' 9. counneling concerning family--

9. problems arising from_maility
fi

230 4'

44 1 2 3
S

1'
46

47 2

48 3

'49 4

-50 5

51 6

'52 7

.53 8

54410 9

37 3

,:so 4,

39

40

41 7'

42 8

43 9 a .

4.5 1 2'

1'

55 r

56 2'
57 '3

58 4

59 . 5

60. 6

61 '7 1

'62,, a i

63 "'



l (con't) e 7

following (vestiges require a brief descriptive respormi.-

L__ Ilithere any ono palticular oircumatanee that would cam you to relocate

inow n.splee 0411 other considers:ions?

4.1,48,F4

[
-it'lhere any particulaf cimumstance that would definitely stop you

Iron fel 'ting now i, spite of all ocher considerations?

'

.

65

80 name) (1 9?

Part III MEM gy ig1242y, ott grITODB8.41e;N0 CONDUTZia

.
Sal' of the following questions are worded toepply to the original demand

Area (Job . They may be rephfaded to apply to Job 8 in cases where client left' . :

his Mat job, but held enother:job orlobit within demand meet. (Civelit.11/A above

second column when client held no Job B,)
308 A 0 JOB B D N/A

224 When YOU agreed to locate t'o the
original demand area, how well did -

you understand all that was involved?

.(1) very well (3) very little

(2).011 . (4) not at all (3) N/A

2:2 2 2 '3/'

4 5

.

23. Which statement best describes your
original reason for applying for

-----mumf-area-employmen

(1) untoplwyed, needed a job
(2, emroyed, but wanted a'botter

lob ,

(3) wanted a job whepast training
could be used

(4) other (igoecifi)

have ydu any a:clients or suggestiont.from your experiences with this move
),.thet. should be considered for other people who'will be relocated to anew -area?

4

66

24. What we your reason for cheating
the original demand area?

(1) close to area of origin.
(2) relatiees.or friends lived

there
(3) size of city appealed to me
(9.0nly area I was told about
(5), only area with job opening

(6) other .

a

0....

11 1 '2 3-

12 1

13 2

14 '3

15 4

16 5

17

8 1

19 2

20

21 4

22 5

25i Now many Ore-employment interviews
did you have in the demand area?

°.

gi), one (3) ,three o

(2)1tlio (4) four or more

(1) ak

to *

24

:4 5

23

25 2
' 4

i Page 12

,r

17

Wl
....

0
..r

t
r,

I. Mow twiny jobs were yqu offered
11ih the demi.d area?

$one (3) three or more

two

tf'you Were inierviewed fOr a job, but

not WO, which of the following state.
dente beet describes the IfaSaft.yba n
warp not hired, in your opinion? 'r

'i.

(I) tack of experience.,.
:eek if evades or job, knowledge

Jr...ik of educatighd regypeminte..

r 4 l Ik 0 job Oaring!
13) iiwbtlity to ppm phyaleld

r nomination
(6) other

(2) N/A

31111 A

26 1 .2 3

7^

..-U111 -n
27 1 2 3

't2t

28 1. 15 1.

29 2 2

30 3 37 . 3

31 4 38

12 5 , 39 .5

33. 6 40 1

34 7 I/ 41 7

4,

If you refuted.a fobioff tin in the deMend.
,

gggga One it botiusat

'4.

41) ,D.

.(2) hike not suitable E. '
t

'
(3dangerout ocewdatio6
y) did

ere:Oi ettlevin erent

1

. 6) Ogee too low
1)-no thence to ute training
6). had a bettei offer

4) oihdr (specify)

6

42

43 ' 2

44- 3'
45 4.

6
47 6 fit

48 7

'50 9

-4

51

52 . 2

53' a3

'
94 4

55 5 .'

56 6

57. 1

58 8

$4. 9

a

Vete you married at the tire of

tOieeileitthl

r (I) yes (1) '66

,140 OW in) your iyougo working
i4f0 Ifft..tukely Atte

4

0/A (2) Yee .6/ he

'60 1 2 61 1 2

62 1 2 (3

D----°-----------------
31. Nab It necessary for her (him) to

work in order tot
.

. .

(I).N/A
(2) help with 'support of family

(3) he (she) preferred to work

.

...---r.
63 I. 2 3

.

r

.

.

°

.

. .

32, Was (is) your spouse working in the
'demand area?

(1) WA (2) yam , (2) no

..

1 2 3' 6

0

'1

.

2 3,

.

.

..

.4.4....

..4). Wm (is) it necessity 400(4 (him)
'

uto work in order W. o

(1) N/A "

(2) help with emote of family
(3) he (she) Preferred to work

. 0

66
o

.

.1.

m

2

0

3

,

67 '1

. '
.

.

2
...

3

34, Did your family vs with you

you took thib job?
L.

(1) m/4
(2) yea, at once al !thin

1
(3) yes, after 2 wet to 1

(4) yes, from 2 6

)

moh4et1/41ater

(5) later then 6 mon he

(6

when
oq '
2 weeks
month

.

e.

68
a

4

i

1

g

'2

5

,

'

.

'5.

6

19
.

4

1

.

4

.

.2

5

.

6

4,-

3

6

'

15. if your simile did not fa
' move, why net?

(1) N/A '"
(2) family obligations
(3) marital problems gt the
(4) disliked demand (Br no)
(5) didn't want to leave (specify)

a

r this

time
diet

'' 70.

71

72'

71

74

'2

3

4

5

`7575
it

bib

17
.

78

79

2

0 3'

4

'

.......14..AA

..
.

G

/\--..--'1°'-.

rip

14



8' 0

.

# . 30, . Aro (were) you latiefied with
your living conditions?

'. (1) yea (2) no '' .

37. Whet kind of housing do you have
(did you have)? ,

(Wonting a room, hotel., or
apartment

12)2renting lowoincome housing
(3) venting a mobile home
(4) 'buying kregularlyofinenced,.

home

(5) buying 4 lowoincoide Mule

.(0)

(21k123ALAtKi)

(7) living with WW1/ft or
friends

aolige7(speoity)

16. Ie (was) your residence adequate
for the slie,df your family?

(1) yes (2) no

39. Now does (did) this residence
compare with your residence at

hone

d

40. Row d6 (did) living condition's
in general compare with living
conditions at home?

(1) about the rate
(2) better .

(3) worse

(1) dhow the same
(2).better
.(3) worse

a

-
9

° JOD A

name)

.106 A - D JOS I! D N/A

10 1 1 11 .1t '2

12 1

9

2 1

7

4

8. .

13 1

5

2

6.

3 4

7 8'

4

14 1 2 15 1 2

.te

0

16 1 2 3

a

17' 1° 2 3

18 1 2 3 19 1 2 3

.

Page 16
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ob.

41, If you have change' residence
within the city (et either Job A
or Job 8), whioh of the following

. apply'?

(1) NA
(2) cost was too greet
(3) needed more.room
(4) neighborhoodimdestrable
(5) first resident's undesirable

(6) no close to friends
(7) not close to job
(8) not close to shopping centers,

churches, school's

(9) /Anted to buy .home

46,. Have(did) you borrou(ed)
money duripg the pear year
cOemirdielly?

el) ydk (2) no

47, 004 many 'of the folring items
thOt youjtigh have were obtained

Ante relocation? .

(1) HA
(2) washing machine
(3) clothes dryer
(4) oar '

4(5) Muse *
(6) electric or gat range
(7) refrigerator
(8) fatter

: (0).air conditioner-
(10 le
(11)

)

614aii,ot stereo
(12) dish %Isabel

(13) bodroOmiouite
114) living room furniture

0

coit of houilog par month

(1) die thus $50
0$0 ... $75

/3 OS $100
4 100 $12s

5) )125 up

9

40, Aft'you a reititerei velar?

(0416. (2) no

7

42. Now often du (did)
your hose area,

(1) very piton
(2) 0m/tonally
(3) lot at all

you visit
c

20 1

1

22

23 4

25 6

26 .

27 3

28

38 1 2 3
e

29

30 2

31 3

32 4

33 5

34 .6

15'

36 8

37 9

39 . 1, 2 3

0

43. As capered to your4hoie area
do (did) you have?

(1) more money to spend.

. (2) less money to spend
.(3) about the same amount i,t

money to spend

,;

.

44. In comparing your leisure activities
in demand area with those at home,
do you find they ere (were)e

(1) more enjoyable
(2) less enjoyable
(3) about the same

42 1 2 3

o

43 '1 .2 3

46 1 2 47 1 '2

46 1 62 1

.,61140........

49. 2 63 2
f

50 3 64 3

61 4 65 4

52 5 66 S

53 6 67 6

S4 7 68. 7

55 8 69 8

56 9 70 9

57 10 71 10

58 11 72 11

59 12 73 12
4P

60 13 74. 13

61 14 75 14

77

: 1 2 3 1 2 3

I

4 5 4 5

78. 1 2 10 1 2.

r4A A
Page 1+1*4

ass

45. Do (did) you hove any.relativen or
friends in demoted area that you have
been able to cell upon for help in
time of need?

ALye .(2) to..
.

Client's name.

44 1 2 4S 1 2

NRT 1

PART .2Vo4 401111+1T2g8 6.4471.6

1/aploymeilt Profile

Page 17

&odors items anises

Month. since program

Months employed since prove

11111111111111M
umber' of jobs coded

it 16

4

I. After you completed the program, did you go right to work.or.were you

out of work fortore while?

_went right to work

out or work for how tang? 6

.

from to.,

II (date left program) (Sate of'hire'efIVICM--

, i
;,

11.4 If aneveiAll gai,Nent right to work", eak,

During this time, whet weryou doing?.

1748

( Probe! if a liegmg answer is goon, rush as "sitting home" or "nothing huh",
eak if this thterresil inetane.. because he was Woking for work, not working
beesuss there didn't lotO to be any, taking care of children, ill,ete. If 6

defknite anauee is arms to original question, dei not probe.)
'4

Probe response

4

4

44140:4444.42.44



0

'740
ti.(8424ice, )f Income)

II.B If 'newer is ngt "Vi.rit right to work", ask,

Age you were not workingOotiwas your family supported?»

01. us Commootioo 06, vent into debt or nolposcesslons.

'02. ; workmen's compensation 07. help from relatives

03. savings CI.' Social Security, dlombillti or
other melon

04. E Wide worked
09., Othir - include "returned 'home

. .

05, welfare, food stamps
or commodities . 10,. HA ( for any reason)

.

III. How did you find your first Job?

NA- still holding Previous Job

NA- hie cot worked since previous Job

NI13C or other State istpioyment Service

li p newspaper ad

S. direct application at plant or office and hoard about Joblthere

Skill Center or mOility staff.

7. friends, eitives, or cim:wOrkers

# - never held a Job

Thin
column for
coder',, uno

2ALE

J
80

.2.0.

(Par: iy 87;4

(1

0YFIENT PROFILB
90

(*N/A - Begin with Q. 71)

. Intursiow"t1 Introduce this 00040o by soPto81 "NW I'd like to-know-a few more 0480 .

about tht first and last Jobs you've held slue you left the program, For each questiohi._

pleaec.comment on ouch of those two jobs," .

.

.

(*Questions 50 through 70 Are not applicAble to clilinto who havenevei worked, Circle N/A

following title above and begin .11th question 71 for these eases,) ,

. . ,

.

.

. .
. . .

Usefor all categories.
.

Circle 0 (demand) and S (supply), wherever such choice is indicated to identify for alto

location., .

Circle the N/A printed beside the J00 8 column whenever there was no second Job,

20.2.1

22 50; 110ve you'been (were you) promoted

on thin Job?

1. yes 2. no

St. Do (did) You'work full-time?

0

Leat occupation before entwine training
236

(Antecedent date; see 4. 14-A, p.3)

3
80

h S

ii What hours do (did) you usually workt 20 1 2 3 4 5 21. 1 2 -3 4 5

-
1. Regular day shift

-

2. RegulAr night shift

3. Regular evening shift (3.11 p.m.)
4. Split shift

S. Swing shift
.

.

.

A .

. Which are the hours you prefer! 22 1. 2. 3 4 23 1 2 3 4

.

1. Regular day shift S
. ,

S

2.' Regular night shift -

3. Regular twining ihift(311 p.m.) .

4.. Split shift

S. Swing Ahift ;
.

.

. Ara (third) you a member of any union 24 2 , 25 1 2

or employee association? .

1. yea 2. No
,

.

I

, .

1 How do (did) you fool about this Job? 26 1 2 3 2i/ 1 2 3

1. Ilike(d) it very much ,

2. Like(d) it somewhat / 0

3, .Dilliked(d) le very such

.

. How lOng'doel it usually take you to 20 '1 1 2 3. 4 29 1 2 3 4

get to work? ,

..,

'1. No more than 15 minutes
2. 15 einutei to h hour
I.' § hour to 1 lidur

h. Over en hour
.

.

. What suns of transportation Mine JO 1, 2 3 4 31 I ,2 3 4

tilltially use to got to and from work? S 4
t

S 6
Mom only ohs)

.
.

B Perional automobile
.

2. Sue .

J. foil , .

' 4. Aide With Oomoone else
.

'S. Walk 1 I
Pose 20

,

4
Os Other Watify3 1

4
.

o
o

... --.4Adaget- ____ _____

1. yes 2, no,

(eircle alto category) (circle
or N
site

/A

ca tegory) ,

10 1 2

52, Do (did) youevetwork overtime?

1. ye,: 2, no

53. if "yes" are (were) you paid,

1. N/A
2, straight-time
3, double -time

4. time-and-a-half
5, no additional pay
6. other

12 2

14 1 2

1 2

54. How much overtime do ',did) you

average per week

1. N/A
2, 0 - 4 houri
3, 5 - 9 hours -

4, 10 14 hours

S. over 14 hours

BO 2,

16 1 2 3 4

5 6.

18 1 .2 3 4

5

17 1 2. 3 4

5 6

19 1 2 3 4

tags 19

JOB A D S J08 B D S'

61. ,About how much did transportation 32 '1 2 3 . 33 1 2'3

to from work tat you per week?

1: 0 $ 5.00

2. $5 610.00.
3. Over $10

62. Have you been (were you) absent from
this Job any length of time? (over

2 days)?

I, Yes , 2. No

34.. 1 2

63. If "YES", woO it bicAuso oft

NA
2, Personal AM family problems

3. TlinipOtiiii0ft pC06140
4. Own illness or family illnelis

5. Upon
6. Just didn't feel like . king

7. Labor dispute
8, Other (specify)

36

31 2

38 3

39 4

40 5

Cl 6

42

43 8

64. When you Word absent, Od you notify.

your employdrt .

1. NA 2. Yes 3, No

52 1 2 3

3$ 1 2

44

4S 2

46 3

47 4

48 S

49 6

SO 7

ST 8

33 1 2

616 Now much, if any, previous work 34 1 2 i .4

experience did you have that you
can use directly on !MO Job?

1. 0 6 menthe

2. 6 months 1 year

3. 1 2 MU
4. oval 2 year,

BEST, COPY AVAILABLE

.3, 2122

SS 1, 2 5

Page 21
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80

66, Ve0 your pest v ationel training

C046-On this job
.

1, yes 2, no , no training

36 1 2 3 57

e

1 2 3
.

67. Whioh Statement be tjlescribes the
reason you accepts this job?

1. only job avails :1 at the ties
2. pay was good

felt I could use the training or

0 donee to tatter 504101i
4, ot r (Ipetify)._

58 1

59 2

,60 3

61 4

6

62'

_

63

64

65

1

2

4

.

. .

------

O. In addition tO the jo under -die -____
cuselon, ere (ware) y working at ----,
"4.-Innrond --;'-'7---:...,

a'.

66 1- 2

3 4

7 8.

67

69

1

.--..,,__,

2

_ ____ ....
job-f or-enot er employer?

1, yes 2, Ni
r .a,-.....................:..-..-'

69 Which of the following scribes 68 1 2

why client left job?
5 6

1. N/A
2. fired 4.

. 3. laid oft
.

''. 4. family responsibiliti a (ie,
.

marriage, children, p piney,
care of ill family me ra, etc.)

5. illness (awn)
bitsilitaty service .

1. family.left town .

8. resigned for any other dation

.

.1.,

1

5

.

2----3___4'

,--
6' 7 8 --

.

t a ., .

7.0. -According to.the reason jut indi .

ceted, which statement best om... '

pletedour answer?

.1. 9/44

2. business or indu close down
3, not enough pay or c nee o pro-

motion .

4. misunderstandings with fall
workar(i) or supervisor

- 5, other (specify)

6. slack work

70 1
.1

71 2

72 3

73 4

7.4 5 6

75

76

77-

78

.79

2

3

4

5 6 .

..

.

.

al.
80 '

Party e

(Al Categories

The following etarements a ale
tent. Read each of the etatees e to
the appropriate response. Chet the
aannOt *met the.OueitlOn.

Ilia Interviewer should adbe
Only to the extent necessary to
desirable to reeorden actual re
Moons*.

the °E1' preceding a questio indicate
and mutt be rephrased to past to se to app

Before reading the statemen I, elaY1

76, the following questions can
" if you disagree, say No.

Pate 22

EX

1p describe the worker's current adjust.
ha worker and put a check inthe box by
DEaIDED La response only if the worker

e'to th following directions and answer questions
me, u eretanding. In Come eases, it May be
edame re per than interpret it as a lom or 119

that such questions apply to employment
y to unemploied.

he anSwere /11 or 11. If you agree, say Ves...
o

1. Do you feel :14t you hove as ma
you would like to have?

y friends a

ift (33) (t)

31 1 2 3 4

.

III -;"11.4V14

r.

jt client 1# preesn4v unemplopti. caplet. ausWons 71 71.

never
will be the,

only questions in this section to be vmpleted for clients who never worked.

Check 4/4 where necessary for eoplOved clients,-..----------.
. 71. gru.are you supporting yourself fen,: family, where applicable)?

. .

111 N/A .
.

(2 welfare 4

(3 food stamps
4) uneeploymenleminiatlon
5) spousefflorkse
6) other (SpectfY)
(7) 804. Security or pension

.10

11

12'

13
.

.14

2

3

4

5

. .

otripprird .
--ft.: 1160.-y -111-96-rirlirthellifft±ontfil

N/A (2) yea (3) no.

16 1 2 3i

73. if Oat, why not?
.

(1)*H/4

2) health problems
--(1)_no jobs available for oe.. .

(4) narimm1. spouse works .

(5) trantportatien problems
(6) no one to care forehildron
(7) other

17 , 1

S.

,

.

2

.

6

3 4

7 #

_ ... :..

74. Were you refused work because .oft

.

(1) N/A '
.

(2) lack of experience ..
.

(3) lack of yob training .

(4) lack of job openings ., .

(5) lack ofeducotional certificate (h.s. diploma or CID)
. (6) lack of basic education
(7) failure to pass physical examination
(8)-other (specify) ,

'

.

.

.

18

.19 .

20

21

.22

23

24

2$

1

.2

3

4

5

6

7 -
.

0

. "1

!

.

--,....4

,.

.. . .

75. How long has it been since you last worked?
(1) N/.A

1(2) 0 month .

.

(3) 2 5 months
.

A) 6 - 12 months
woomosea5) over 12 months

. .

11

.28

29

30

3
4
3 '.

f

NI 13

',

hd

2, Are Penr neighbors the kind of ople yOu we t
for friends?

1. Is hat.' a church, club, or othe social organ*
!Sitio» in your neighborhood the you belong e

32 1 2. 3

22 1 2 3

4

.0119 46 Do you like meet of the people t
with?'

t you work

S. be your children like the !wheel 1

r-

34 1 2 3 4

13 1 2 3 4

Page 24

2`1

80

6. Do:you get satisfactory care for"your
children when it it needed?

7. Do you feel that you couldturn to the'
people you know here if you were in trouble?

INNImIraylas011.111.1

411 8, Do you have the opportunity to make decie(ons
on your present job?

. .

37"

eon, e. Is there opportunity. for primotion on your
present job?

11" 10, Does your present eeployer. keep you informed
of your rights end available opportunities
for promotion?

39

40 .1

"4" 11, Do your fellow employees feel your employer
is fair/.

41

"1" 12. Does your employer discriminate against Pem-
ployees totem of age, sex,. or race?

ut" 13. In your preitent Situation, can you live the
way you want to?

4

42. 1

43

14. Even though you have confidante in yourself, .

do you feel that you have a let of limitation!, 44 ..*1411
15. Do you generally limit your social life to

members of your own family?

16. Do you worry a groat deal about the future?

4S 1 2 3 41

Pis is



IL Do You often w($11 you.were someone who is "batter
off" thin you are?

4 Do you melte friende'posily amf enjoymeeting new

'.. people?

Does your eupervisor-usually use to understand

you?

u. the work you are doing well. suited to your

Abilities and interests?

21, Woe your job provide for a secure futurgl

22.' Da you Wte pride in your work/

23; Is your salary sufficient to moot the normal

monies of your family?

14,' 06 you anomaly enjoy associating with your

coworkers/

$.. Do'you feel that in these days a person doesn't
really know who he can count. on?

6. Would you aitee that itfs hardly fair to being
children into the world the, way things look for

the futuret.

averyou fool that in general the'loe or the

age man ts getting tom?.

.,

t 47

Yaf

1.

g
12)

2
.

102
(3)

. 1

. fit

r41

4

43

WPM

1 2 3 4

49 2 4

50. 1 ''2 3

5i 2 3 4

'52 1 .2 4

53' 1 . 2 4

54 1 2 3

a.

55 1 4

54

' 57 1 2 3 , 4

Pegs 26

I. I 1' i I

oo jr0
71-4re.) 11).

,Part VP' premotimmoliptly ON ATTITUDES-AA LIVING 6NDITION8

Curtent Address

Phone.'-_ : °atomics 6 and 7 only

00.

, e04'''

re ............4.....6......................W.....11L......
''''-7'-''":.----.-*--..----m-.-.

........

.

.20. Nowadays a potion hao to live patty much for
today.and let tomorrow mike care of !plea.

29. There's little use writing to government officials

because often they aren't really interested in.the
problems of the average roan,

30, I believe. that my children will luivea reel chance

. to ge ahead,

31,...-If-you-ralowited....ithich-ot_the-fellowing °senesce

your present attitude?

(1) 1 vould do it all Over again
(2) The whole move was a mistake .

(3) The move was a good idea but I would go home'

nog i, things were right .0

(4)-I would relocate to a better job ,

(5) I prefer to work at home
(6) I don't know
(7) IVA

56 l 2 4

59' 2

1 2 4.

61 'f 2 3

4 5' 6

--

1, Ate you and your sponse.MitiStind with your
deci010*not to remote .

g (1) M/A (2) y4b (3) no.

...:...

. 10 1 , 2 3'

.

2, Do you and your family over Meuse the posed..
batty of relocatiect. .

(1) yes (2) no -4
.

11

.

1

fi3e Died you have job interviews in any eras away

fed hteal? ,

.

(1) pie (2) nO
--,-,_. . . , .

12 1 2
.

. .

4, WItti the interviews etramed by an agency?

f

(2).Yea (2) no (3) *A
.

flf "VAS", which agency, _ .
)

13 .3

4

Si; it you ware Interviewed in anothot Area,

(lI N /A'
. -

(2) Vote you not.hired
,(3) did you tefuie job offer
(4) Adapted job temporarily

. .

14. 4

,6, Moth of the following Would you day influenced
your OM decidlon to tomb In home area?

(1) have tetiefeetory job at some
(2) pilfer beioning in horse ores under any

(iodat
3 olio of city congaing. crowded
4 gt!:: srb no MOW Mao

v.

6 iy 4441th
, .2 d6 fitit Vila to false children anywhere,1

.

but
(6j ether (Specify) I
.(0) 46 jots or no otod jobs sloovnito

. .

.1v.,,:w.: , , , . _

15

16

17

10

19

20

21

22

1

2

3

4

3

6

I

0 9
Peat t6

,

'

.

7. Is your spouse gotkingt. .

'(1) N/A (2) yes (3) no

23
.

.

1

.

2 3

f

s:

. .

8. la ho (she) working

(1) m/A
(2) to help support the family?
(3) because she (he) prefers to work?

(4) other .

.

24 1 2

...-
.

_

.

9. Are you satisfied with your current living
conditions/

. . ,..

(1) yes' (2) no

25 .

.
.

lO. Are you presently .,

- ,i .

,(1) renting a room, lime,. or
* apartment .

r;
ranting 10vIticome howling

*
(3) renting a mobile home .; ...t,,
(4) buyinall regularlpfinanced '.

. ,

6 home
(5) buying a lowincome house'

(PHA 235, etc.)
buying a mobile home

(7) living with relativos or Wands,.
(a own, my own home

A

(9) other (opacity)

26

,64:,

1

.

3

9.

2

6 7 6.

II, if you have'changed residences since completing
training or since your lost mobility contact,

was it.becausoi ,

.

(1) does not apply
(2) cost was too groat
(3) inadequate for Site of faiily
(4) neighborhood too noiewetowded -

(5) not fit to live in
. (6) not dote L. friends

.

(7; Mt dose to Job
(8) not tlose to shopping, schools, churches
(9) other (specify)

.
.

'

. 1

..27

26

29

40

31

32

33

34

35

1

.2/

3

.4

.

.5

6

7

6

9

-

.

.

.

.



I.
80

---._

12. Omit at present hepAtngspor month

i
. .

(1) $0 4. $50 .

(2) $50 $75

. (3) $75 4100

(4) $100 $125. .

"' (5) $125 and up

36
.

1

...

2 3'

13. Since completing training (or since contacting
mobility) do you have; .

37 1 2

.

.(1) more money to pond
' (2) lees money to spend

(3) about the 4444 amount to el rod

. .

38 1

__-_14.--Max_many-44..the-following-itemegave-been pus.
chased einte completing training (or since lost
contactling mobility)?

- 39 2

40 . 3

(1) washingmachinf. .

/

(2) clothes dryer ' 41 4

(3) car . .

(4) house 42 5

(5) electric or gas mac
(6) refrigerator 43 6

(7) freezer
.

.

('I) air.conditioner 44 7

. .0) T.V.
(10) Nlfi oestereo 45 . 8

(11) dishweeher C.

(12) bedroom suite 46 9

(13)1lving room suite
47 10

. .

48 11

49 12
,

s
SO 13 1

. ..
15. Have you borrowed money commercially in the 51 1

. past year? ,

(1)' yes (2) no

.

16. Do you (and family, where applicablebelong
to a church group? .

.

52

.

1 2

(1) yes . (2) no
. .
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17. Which of the following services, if any, are you
.currently receiving? -

(1) welfare assistance

54 2

(2) food stamps 55' 3

(3) unemployment compensation
(4) aid from charitable organizations (cnurch

groups, etc.)
56 4

(5) aid from relatives or friends (child support) 57 5

(6) aid to dependent children aesistanco
(7) compensation for military disability 58 , 6

(8) social security

(9) none .59 7
6

60 8 9

. 18.. Do you feel the received adequate services' 61_ 2_you
fim the Mobility eta f?

(1) yell (2) no

62

-'19. Indicate services you feel were needed or check
items you fuel additionally needed.

. 63 2

(1) N/A . . 64 3

(2) housing referrals
(3) orientation for public of private'. ..

transportation
65 4

.(4) additional couneellng concerning modicial ° 64 S

and dental-serVices .

(5) additional counseling concerning scholia 67 6
(6) assistance in applying for needed services

(welfare, family counseling, etc.) 68 7

(7) more home visits
(8) delivery of financial assistance on a 69 8

timely basis
.

(9) counseling concerning family 70 9

(10) problems arising from's:ability,

71 10

20. Are you a registered voter? 72 ' 1 2

(1) yes (2) no

21. Of the children of public school age, 73 1 2 3

(1) N/A ..

(2) none have dropped out of school
(3) some have dropped out of school
(4) all have dropped out of school

Page 31

22, Are you satisfied with the school(e) your
Children Attend?

(1) N/A (2) yes (3) 40

Ist
23, Of the children who are not of school ego,

are they cared for usually;

(1) in own home by spouse
(2) in own home by relative
(3) in own hone by non'relative
(4) in relative's home
(5)'in no:lard:nivel:I home

' ' (6) at day care center.
(7) at day nursery
(8) at nursery tch001

(9)'other (specify)

74 1 3 ,

75 1 2

5 6

9

.3 4

7 8

24, Is there any one circumstance that would cause youto relocate
in spite of all other considerations?

v.

76

25. II there any one circumstance that Auld definitely prevent
yoVr relocation in spite of All other considerations?

(Describe 'briefly) /

77-6'

.111111111111

10."7
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POPULATION SUBSETS

gF' P '." i" '.:' e) w ?

I V'
el kda

Y. i 4 2, 4 5

ir,"1!,..5 g 5 '4

4 ,IE ., '' 1

8 3 .4.

g.
,,

i
i

,

.§:

i
2

...

. r

. ,

. .

---
.

Job categories de ined:
Job A fi At ob,held

Job A(b trot job hold in demand area ,

Job A(0 itat job held in supply area

Job II to t job held

Job 00 Last job held in demand area

Job 5(8 taqt.job 404 in supply area

Pa

to

P4
PO

In
lee

. In.
IM

I.4 ks

Ak 04 Ile

OW 10 he

Ix 04

It'

10

ro A

' I*

Ix 0
hi M

0 MN
O 1W
ly 0
0
X

IX
. Id

kz
ei.

10
id

bl
hi

lM 'IN,

iz

kz IN
im

h4
\04

Page 33



0

Bent's name

SET 2" ( Pill in A,11,C,ste.)

PART (VA EMPLOYMENT morm

Were was this new jot,

(name of firm)

11::] home area

24::j demand 'Urea

.(location)

(3.: not available)

(4. not applicable)

This
column for

for coder's use

RUE

41. Type of work or FoIrtftliT

flat( I-D, Termination date'

1.E Starting wage Per,

I-P, Last,wage per

T. How long was it before you were able to work again' niter you left this job

Time; '

If answer is not "Vent right to work", ask:
"During this time, what

:were You d°ingt"
4

(Probes If a 'vague answer is given, such as "sitting home" or. "nothing

much ", ask if this was, for'instance, because he vas looking for work,

not working because there didn't seem to be any, tithing care of children,

ill, eic. If a definite answer is offered to the original question,

do not probe.)

Probe response

23

2 -i

11.11. If Weyer is not "vent right
vorkin, host vas your family

01,011E cOmpeoedtion
).,

02E1 workmeee compensation

03.11savings

04,[21spouse worked

05.0welfare, food stamps,
or commodities

to work", Aoki" While you Were not
supported?" (Check AS many as apply.)

06. Ej went into debt or sold possessions

07.E:lhelp from relatives

00.[:::]Socialliecw4ty, disability or .

other pension,

09. Other ( include " returned hone" )

10. NA ( for any reason )

III. 'Now did you find your next job?

T. -rm. At irnattlirPreVIOUrlOtr-

2.t:::] HA- has not woriad Since, previoun job

3,f:::111WESC or other State Employment Serviee

newspaper ad

5,[:::][ direst application at plant or'office and heard about job there.

6[1 111;111 Center or mobility staff

7,t:::](triedds, roletivos, or co-workers'

8, other .

NA

IV. 'Had you accepted this new job before you left the previous one?

LED .N.A."

2.0 No

3. Yes

..

T
column for

I. WA

coder's Imo

. 24.25

26

2?

2 -it

Cj

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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APPENDIX B

EFFECTS OF NONRESPONSE

C

a

,

Tables B-1 and B-4 compare respondents with. the total client population on
the basis of sex, age, preprogram wage and marital status, according .to initial
mobility status (i.,e.; movers and nonmovers). The problem, in ascertaining any
important nonresppnse 'bias, is whether or.not respondent movers 'differ from
total movers,. or. respondent nonmovers, differ from totalsnonmoverS, .to a degree

. which is either: (1) conceptually significant or (2) is not (or aannOt be) accounted
for by statistical controls in multivariate analyeis.1 Differences in response
rates --ley mobility status are not at issue if we are reasonably satisfied that,-in

-----ea-cli-ca-ae;respondent-s-typ-ifrthe-ini-t-ial-eharaetcristics of-the-population under

study.
)

As the tables indicate, females are somewhat overrepresented 'in both grOups,
and by nearly one third among nonznovers.- However, most.analyses' of post
program experience .employ impticittor explicit controls for variation by. sex. In

the cast, of age; those over age forty shoW a slight overrepresentation in both

cases. The underreprosentation- in the ace group 17 to 24 may be less severe
among nonmovers, and more severe among movers, than is immediately apparent

an Table B -2... youths who were ISelieved to be nonmovers .seem the-

most likely prospeCts to have "disappeared." precisely because they haire become
geographically mobile: It is believed that with the use of appropriate control
variables that age factor will not severely bias our analyses. On the other' hand,

the cell sizes among older respondents are sufficient to permit some, general-
izations from their experience.

Table B-3, a comparison of preprogram wages, is not of concern in terms of

respdnse bias, but does reveal another potential problem. As shown, about 33

'Due to the large number of cases involved, even very small differences in

percentage distributions turn up as statistically. significant, when CM Square is
applied as a test statistic. Its use has been dispensed with for that reason.
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percent of nonmovers, but only 25 percent of movers were irk the lowest .ca egory.
An explanatibn is, however, Close it hand. Calumet. and Hecla miners, d
9,nder separate contract, but reported here, were nearly all movers. They al
had preprogrra. hourly wages which exceeded the area nOim. The result of
including them in this distribution is to make all nonmovers apiaear to have been
relatively more disadvantagad in terms of preprogram wage than was the case.
Comparisons of postprogram work experience take this factor into account with an
explicit control for the C & H group.

Among movers, respondents' distribution by marital status (Ta ble B-4) indi-
cates some overrepresentation of those widowed, divorced, or separated.
However, lf categories are combined to' compare single with "ever-married"
ptasons, this effect disappears. In the case of nonmovers, hovlever, there is a°
,clear underrepresentation of single persons. "is with the young, nonrespondent
nonmovers, the missing single.nonmovers seem most likely to be the persons
who were untraceable because they had become mobile without our knowledge.

Our conclusion concerning possible sources of nonresponse bias is-that we
may.have some underrepresentation of young, single .males who may have disapw
peared due to unknown mobility. The anticipated elfect on recorded client. out
comes is that the many types of employment mobs. /Ay associated with this group
May be slightly underrepresented. The use of a e, sex, and marital. status
controls in multivariate analysis should, .hOwever, handle these minor.drsctep-''
ancies. There seems to be no evidence that 'any one group proved so elusive as
to create suspicions that their pbstprogram experience was disproportionately
negative.



Male

Female

'f

TABLE
CLIENT POPULATION AND 'RESPONDENTS

COMPARED' SEX BY MIGRANT STATUS

Movers

Total
Population RespOridents

(987) (720)
82.7% 79.6.%

(20) (184)
17. 3% .20. 4%

Non-Movers

'mar
Population Respondents

(692) (432-)

.79.1% 72.4%

(183) . .065
20: 9% 27.6%

Total (1194) 5. (905)
100.0% 100.0%'

(875) (598)
0%. 100. 0%

Iw



TABLE j32
CLIENT POPULATION AND RESPONDENTS

COMPARED AGE BY MIGRAN;STATUS

1 24

Movers

Total
population Respondents

2b » 34

35 - 40

41 - 50

(612)
51.3%

(329)
27.6%

(106) .

08.0%

( 87 ) 4
07.3% c'' ..

(459)
50. 7%

(245.).

21. 1/0

( 73 )
08.1%

( 74 )
08.2%

4

51 - 60 ( S8 )
'04. 9%

., :
( 52 )

: 05.7%
.

.

... , 0. 2%
( 2 ).
0. 2%

Over 60 ( .2 )

Non-Movers
4.1141.1114.11101014.1.0411.416.4414411601..44.14114.14,....1..44.01..

Total °

Population Respondents

.(4.39) (285) .

50.1% 47.7%

(192) (131)
21..9% 21.9 %

( 80) :( 57 )
09.1% 09.5%

(115) ( (5 )
13.1% 14. 2%

( 49 ) ( 39 )
05.6% 06.5%

( ) ( 1 )
0. 1%: 0.2%

Total . .(194) (905)
liKK'2%* 100.0%

*Roundinlg Error

(876) (598)
99.9% 100.0%



TABLE 13.3
CLIENT POPULATION AND RESPONDENTS

COMPARED LAST WAGE BEFORE PROGRAM
BY MIGRANT STATUS .

Movers Non-Movers

Total
Population Respondents

$0.01 -1.50 280 214
25.3% 25. 't.%

.

284 215
25. 6% 2.5 8%c

.Z35. 185
21.2% 22.2%

$1. 51-2. 00

N

$2. 01-2. 50

, .

$2. 51 3. 00.

$3. 01-3.. 50

..
$3. 51-4: 0'0

1 99
11.9%

86 59
07.8% 07,1%

7

41. 32'
.,

03. 7% 03..8%

Total
Populatio'n Respondents

262 176 .

3'2.7% .32, 0% .

'217. 148

27 26.9%

127 81
15. .Ot fc 14.7%

Over $4. 00 48 30
04. 3% 03. Oc

84' 61

_10:5% 11.1%

54
06.7% 6: 5%

33* 28,.
04.1%x, 05 .

'25
030%

20
03*.

TQTA LS 1108 834
100.0% 100.1%*

"411OUnding grror

3

.802 550. .

100.0% 99 910*
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TABLE B*4
CLIENT POPULATION AND RESPONDENTS

COMPARED ANTECEDENT MARITAL STA TUS
BY MIGRANT STATUS

Single .(1)

Married 42)a.

Movers

Total
Population Respondents

481
40..8%

37,2
41.1%

634 468
53. I% ' 51. 7%

Non-Movers

Total
Population.

I.

354

itspondents
.

219..

40.5%' 36.7 %'

442 315

50.5% .52..8%

Widowed
Separated (3)
Divorced a

TOT,A LS.

73 _

06.1 %\ 07.3%
79 63

09.0% .10.6%

1194
1.00.0%

. 906
Ihoolo

875 597
10x0.0% 2 100. 1%*

*lio-undin Error
A #4

41

,

0 .1

I

4
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TABLE .B1,5 4'

CLIENT POPULATION RESPONDENTS .C% MPA RED
_POPULATION SUBSET BY MIGRANT STATUS

WIN
Trained

WIN
Untrained

Population

f:10e

, Respondents,

45
5:, 0%: 5.

\
7

. 5 '

...
0. 6% ° 0.6%

i
I

Non-Mover-s--

Tat-al
'Population Respondents

,

118 98
13.5% 16.'4%7.

. 1
, 0;1% 042%

MDTA 640 487 684 449,
53..6% ' 53. 8% 78.1% , 75.1%

Miners 108' 102 3 /2

09.0%. 11.3% 0. 3% 4 0 49 3%

Indians str--2-5 19 21 15
- 01 9% 2.1% %, 2.5%

Direct , 80 i 47 . ii---------7-17--
'Referrals , 06. 7% 5:4% 1.0% 0.7 %u

CEP 40 " 29 37' 27
03.4% 34.2% 4'. 2% /04..5%

Relocated 236 171 7 3

w /o Assistance , 19.8 %. 18..9% 0.3 %, 0. i%

TOTAL S

*Rounding Error.

- 11

. 4
'...,

494 :

A 905' 87E; 598
100. 0% .100.1%* 99. 9%* 100. 0%r

. .

tA F

0

, 245
4.01,i23
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TABLE B.6
CLIENT POPULATION AND :RESPONDENTS CW,i1PAED
IIOFIE,§T EDUCATIONAL 1.../zyEL BY .MIGRANT STATUS

. .

'AT PROGRA/v1 ENTRY
.1/4\

Movers Non-Moiers

Attended
K.6

Completed.
K-6

Attended
7-8:

Coompleted
7-8.

Aended
High School

1.

C.ompleted ,
Higio SChoOl

Attended
Colleges

Completed
College .t

e ao-

a
I

TOTAL
LtO''

" 1; ';

...1

IitOunding Error.

Total
Population spondents

0,, 4
0.7% 0 -4%

35
2,9 %,

5:
'0.6%

23
2:5%*

Total
Population

9
1. (I%

=101111110

Respondents

6
1.0%

4

30
3.:4%°

101.
8.5%.

orweerfo.

29L
24. 4%

66
7.3%

643
5349%

99
8:3%

216
23.9%

500

10
1.7%

19
3.2%

43
4 9%

25
4. 2%

149
25 6% .24, 9%

. 336
-57.1% 56.2%

84 58
94% . 6.6%

51
8.5% -

Owerumi.0.0.011

.7
0.6 %' .

1194
.100.1%*

7 .2
0. 8/0) 0.2% '2 3%

4.

876
994 9%*

e..

.

598
400 0%

446

243

4



TABLE B.7
CLIENT POPULATION AND RESPONDENTS COMPARED

VOCA.TIONAL TRAINING AREA BY MIGRANT STATUS

9
:70.41118013.1.111~WIPM11,01...101.1.11.1111011110. 11014/1011..010.11

'Stenography

Welding
0

Machine Tool

Auto Mechanics

Engineering Aide,
Surveyor

.Radio, TV Repair

Diesel Mechanic

Auto Body Repair

. Tax Assessor

Electridal
Appliance Repair

Data Processing

All. Other iraining
Courses *.

No Training

,'T'OTA'LS

Movers

Total
Population. Respondents

129 112

10.8 %' 12. 4%
160
13.4%
121

10. 1%..
101

08. 5%,
60 48

05.0% 05. 3%

.99
10. 9%
88

09. 0%
72

08.0%

4101111,11111.*

Non-Movers
Total

Population Respondents
134 i

116

15. 3% 19.4%

16. 7% :I, 14.'5%
111 54
12, 7% 09. 0%
97 65

10.9%.
33

03.8%
30

05.'0%

42
03.5%
.42

03. 5%
30.

33
02. 8%

25
oz. loh

31

03.4%'

30
03. 3%

z 3
02. 5%
28

93.1%
20 "---

02.2%

38
04.3%

29
03.3%

51,
05.8%

20
02.. 3%

36
04. 1%

22
03.7%

39 32.
03.3% 03.5%
216
18.1%

17

01. 9%

23
03. 8%.
.29

04.18%

.03. 0%

04;,

9
01.5%

.196
16 4%

1194
100. 0%

169
18. 7%

153
16.9%

905
99. 9%**

150
17.1%

14
01, 6%

.116
19. 4%

0.8%

876 , 598
100. 0% 9. 8%**

* -None, of these 22 courses account for as many as 3% of trainees.
** Rounding irror.

I

9
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6.), ;
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TABLE B.8
CLIENT POPULA TIM AND RESPONDENTS COMPARED
TRAINING TERMINATION TYPE BY MIGRANT STATUS

e

'Movers

Total
Population Respondents

Graduated

Self- T.erininated

954
96.0%

33

725
96:5%

.23

Involuntarily
Terminated

TOTALS

03.3% 03.1%

Non-Movers

Total.
Population Respondents

846 582
96, xIc. 98.0%

10 8
01. 2% 01. 3%

7 3

0.7% 0.4%

994 751
100.0% . -100; 0%

2 ,41,6 248

6 4
0.7% 0. 7%',4

862 594
100.0% 100. 0%,
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TABLE B.9
CLIENT POPULATION AND RESPONDENTS

COMPARED TOTAL ANNUAL INCOME BEFORE PROGRAM
BY MIGRANT STATUS

Under
$1200 11) 300 . 252

25.2% 27.8%

Total,

Movers

~MOOPIn*MNOorMhanbe

Population Respondents

. $1201 -
2999 (2) 369 285

31.0% 31.5%

$3000 -
4999 (3)

$5000 -
6999. (

402
33.8%

276
30.5%

?9 ° 78
08.3% 08.6%

$700'0 -
or, more (5) 17

01.4%

Non-Movers

Total
Population 'Respondents

'194 142

22.3% 23.7%0

307 215.

35.3% 36.0%

297 186
34.2% 31.1%

61 . 46
07.0% 07.7%

No
Information (6) .3 r 3

Q. 3%\ 0, 3%

TOTALS 1190. . 905
100.0% 99;97c *

*Rounding' Error

t.

24P; 1..4

Attft.,A

8
.0. 9%

2

7
01. 2%

O. 2% 0, 3%

869 598
99.9% * 100.0%
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APPENDIX C

GLOSSARY OF TERMS USED IN THIS REPORT

Active Population. All known Mobility clients who are alive, are civilians, and
are not in institutions. This group of 2,0,67 persons is often referred to simply
as the population,

2. AntecedentData. Data concerning the characteristics of Mobility clients at the
time of entry to the training program or to 'the Mobility Project:. It was used -
to supplement postprogram interview data. ,

Assisted Relocatee OR). .AccOrding to
is recorded 'Whenever a person who has
relocates during the,' life of the Pr9.4jtct,
assistance included a cash subsilrt

MDTA guidelines, a 'relocation ",-
received Mobility. Project services
regardless of whether or not the

Calumet & .Hecla Miners. This group wasrserved'under a special agreement
following the shutdown of the Calumet & Hecla Mine' in Houghton County.'
Although some miners chose to train for new occupations, all of those designate
ted as C & H miners in this report are persons who received only relocation
assistance to expanding jobs in the mining industry outside of their home area.

CEP. This population consists of referrals from the Concentrated Employment
Program. Clients in this category were £rom the 15 counties of Upper Peninsula
and the northern 15 countiesof Lower Peninsula. They may have been trained.
in MDTA programs or already have had skills 'necessary for the job under
consideration. Assistance was rendered under the same conditions as for other
direct referrals.

Circulaant. As used in this report, 'a migrant or relocatee who returned
to his home county.

DA. See DemandArea.

.Demand A. The point of destination of .a relocation. 'or statistical

251

238



purposes, the, county of destiriacion, sometimes referred to/as demand area
county or relocation site,

9. /Direct Referrals. These individuals could have been referred by any of the
cooperating agencies. They were required to meet the basic eligibility
standards 'for receipt of Mobility services or subsidies.

10. Earkr_flients. Those Mobility clients whose last program contact was over
60 months prior to intervi w.

. 11. Ex erimental and Demo tratic Project (E and .2). As referred to in this
report, projects provided for under the Manpower Development and Training
Act of 1962, as amended, which were charged with innovation,., experimentation,
demonstration, and researdh in support of developing manpower policies and
'practices.

12. Follow-up Period. As used in this report, .the time elapsed between a client's
lastknoWn contact with the Mobility Project and the date of follow-up interview.

13. Indian. Clients are referred to as Indians or Native Americans if (and only if)
they identified; themselves as Indians, were referred by the Bureau of Indian
Affairs, or resided on a reservation. These persons were primarily Ottawa,
.0jibway, Chippewa, or Potawatomi.

14. Late Clients. 'As used in the multivariate 'analysis section, those Mobility
clients whose last prograrh contact was between 12 and 36 months prior to
interview. -f

15. Local Placement. See QC. 7.

16. Lang......gerrnRels. In combii,..ation only, person's in Outcome Categories
1 and 5.

17., Long. Term Returnees. Persons in Outcome Category 5.

18. MDTA. Clierits (exclusive of those served under WIN, CEP-,, or other. special
impact programs), who had attended or graduated from occupational training
courses at various training institutions in the Upper Peninsula tinder the Man-
power Development and Training Act' of 1962, as amended. Clients in this
category are primarily from the 15 counties of Upper Peninsula,arid the
northern 15 counties of the Lower Peninsula of Michigan (also an area of depres-
sed conditions).

19, MESC, Michigan Employment Security Commission,

20. 1Viidterm Clients. Those Mobility clients whose last program contact was
between 36 and 60 months prior to interview.

21. Mi ilatian131tp. As used in this report, the percentage of any given group who'
became relocatees during the period under study.
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22. NMSC. ,Northern Michigan Skill Center, also referred to as Skill Center.

23. NMU. Northern Michigan University, Marquette, Michigan.

24. Non-Labor-Force Relocatees 1NLFR). A subset of unsubsidized relocatees
who have reported no period of labor force activity since their relocaticn.
Although NFLR's are technically assisted relocatees, most Of these persons
moved some time after their last contact with the Mobility Project. Only.relo-
cations for employment purposes were eligible fOr grants.

25. OC. See Outcome Category.

26. Other Trainkairistitutions. The Northern Michigan Mobility Project processed
persons who were trained in service, technical, and para-professional.occupa-
tions at the following training institutions located within supply area communities:
Northern Michigan University, Michigan Technological University, Bayde Noc
Community College, Gogebic CommunityCollege,,Lake Superior State. College,
Alpena Comthunity College, St. Joseph's Hospital (Hancock), War Memorial
Hospital (Sault Ste. Marie).

.

27. 'Outcome Category. - A.systeni of fhe ca\tegories of relocatees and two categories
of nonre.locatees us.ed in. organizing the research process. These categories
are numbered one through seveu, and are often referred to as OC 1 . . .0C 7.
They are defined as follows:

OUTCOME CATEGORY 1 (OC 1): ..Relocated .12 or more months ago, still in
a demand area.

.
-

11 2 (OC 2)1 Relocated 2 to 12 months ago, still in, a

demand area,
3.(0C 3): Relocated, but returned to supply area

within one month of, move.
11 4 (OC 4): Relocated, but returned to supply area

more than one, but less than 12 months..
after moving.

ft It 5 (OC 5)'i Relocated, remained in demand area. 12 or
More months, subsequently, .returned to
supply area.

1111 6 (OC 6):' Processed nonmovers who expressed interest
in relocation, completed applications; many
received pre-employment interview funds,
but never relocated.

" 7 (OC 7) Local placements received Mobility counse-
ling but did not complete processing.and did
not subsequently move.

28. Piml.o . A grant providing financial assistance to a Mobility
client to travel to a demand area for job interview's. At least one interview
had to be arranged prior to the 14elease of the grant.

29. Processed N. Nonmover. See OC 6.
4111011111101FimmAmnmeMMO.



30, ReferiyAenc Service and welfare agencies throughout the Upper Peninsula-
of Michigan and northern Lower Michigan who referred potential clients to the
Mobility Project for relocation and/or pre-employment assistance.

31. Relocation Grant, A grant providing financial assistance to a' Mobility client
for an actual move of persons or household gdods to a relocation cite. Grant
amount was based on family size, cost of moving household goods, and distance
traveled. A letter from a prospective employer stating date of hire, job title,
and salary had to be on file prior to grant being released.

32. Returnee. Any relocatee who returned to his home county.

33. SA. See Supply Area.

'34. Short to Midterm Returnees. In combination, persons in, Outcome Categories
3 and 4.

35. Skill Center. The majority of manpower trainee Mobility clientsswere trained
at the Skill Center. Currently known as the Northern Michigan Skip Center,
this multi-occupational manpower training center, located in Marquette,
Michigan, was formerly known as .the Area Training Center. Vocatidnal

4training at the Skill Center was provided under the Area Redevelopment Act,
and subsequently the Manpower Training and Development Act.

36.. Stayers. Persons in Outcome Categories .1 and',2.

37. Subsidized Relo.catee (SRI. A subgroup of assisted relocatees who received
cash subsidies in the form of pre-employment grants, relocation grants,,, or
both.

. Supply Area. The point of origin of a reloCation client. For statistical purposed,
the county of origin, referred to ae the home or supply area county..

39.. Unsubsidized Relocates USR A subgroup of assisted relocatees who received
Mobility service's but did not receive a grant of, any kind.

40. U The 15 counties of the State of Michigan which lie
north and west of the Straits of Mackinac.

41, WIN Trained (Welfare Clientsj. Clients from various county Departments of
Social Services, who graduated from a training program, having been referred
through the Work incentive Program. This population alsa includes clients ,

from the Title V Program (operated during the period June, 1966, to August,
1968, under the Title V, Social' Security Act 1964) since it was the pilot project
for the Work lncent Program. All trainees in this category were from
families receiving AFDC, Direct Relief, or related services.

42. W'IN Untrained (Welfare Clients). Thid group-includes direct referrals 'from,
Departments of Social Services who were receiving benefitsiunder AFDC or
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Direct Relief and clients from the WIN and Title V projects who received
supportive services other than skill training'.. :Such services include basic
education, counseling, etc.

43. WSES. Wisconsin State Employment Service.
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